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ABSTRACT
An Analysis of the Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence Examiners’ Continuous
Improvement Process

by
Anita P. Ricker
The purpose of the study was to evaluate the continuous improvement process of the Tennessee
Center for Performance Excellence (TNCP). Results of surveys conducted annually by the
TNCPE from postapplicants provided data from the state award applicants. Their responses
offered indicators of satisfaction among different industry sectors (education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service) with the TNCPE services (criteria booklet,
feedback report, site visit policy, TNCPE staff, and team of examiners). The survey data were
obtained from the TNCPE office in Nashville, Tennessee in which award applicants were
provided a series of survey questions. These questions involved the overall award program and
the site visit experiences. Within the program award, data included 26 applicant responses while
the site visit surveys included 107 applicant responses. In addition, an alpha level of .05 was
used for all statistical tests. The major conclusions were: (1) there are differences in the industry
sectors with the length of the site visit, team of examiners’ team leader’s leadership, and the
clarity of the feedback report (control vs. influence). Other tests were not statistically
significant.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Introduction
Since 1993 the Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence has worked in conjunction
with the Tennessee governor’s office, the Tennessee Department of Economic Development, and
the business community to provide a statewide quality program modeled on Malcolm Baldrige
criteria (Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009). Over 16 years 1080 organizations
have applied for and benefited from the TNCPE award program. In addition, hundreds have
taken advantage of the educational opportunities provided to examiners.
In support of the TNCPE volunteer examiners donated their time for 3 or 4 days of
training as well as participating in intensive reviews of applications submitted for the four award
levels. More than 2,400 examiners trained and donated more than 148,000 hours of service with
an estimated economic value in excess of $15 million (Rawls, 2009).
Overall, the TNCPE’s vision was “to drive organizational excellence in Tennessee”
(Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009, p. v). In addition, the stated mission has
been “to lead organizations in the pursuit of performance excellence, improving results and
contributing to the economic vitality of the region” (Rawls, 2009, p. 11). In conjunction with
the vision and mission, the TNCPE included values centralized around “customer focus,
continuous improvement, leadership, excellence, integrity, respect, and collaboration” (p. 12).
With a continuous improvement philosophy, the TNCPE conducted surveys each year
since inception. However, the results of those surveys were collected only in limited descriptive
statistics. By providing an in-depth analysis the TNCPE staff can better understand the data
20

collected and identify additional training needs or other opportunities for improvement. In
addition the industries served (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and
service) may have differing levels of satisfaction that can provide more insight for improvements
to the application, site visit procedures, board of examiners policies, and feedback report.

Research Problem
The purpose of this study was to examine the continuous improvement process of the
Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence (TNCPE). Results of surveys conducted annually
by TNCPE from postapplicants provided data from state award applicants. Their responses
offered indicators of satisfaction among different industry sectors (education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service) with the TNCPE services (criteria booklet,
feedback report, site visit policy, TNCPE staff, and team of examiners).

Research Questions
The study addressed the following research questions:
1. Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (site visit policy,
team of examiners team leader, and team of examiners) among industry sectors
(education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) from those completing
the post-site-visit program surveys?
Site Visit Policy
HO11-4: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with site visit (cost of site visit, length of site visit, coverage of all criteria
categories, overall satisfaction with site visit) among the different industry

21

sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for
those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
Team of Examiners Team Leader
HO15-7: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the team of examiners team leader (timeliness of contact,
communication prior to site visit, and leadership) among the different
industry sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and
service) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
Team of Examiners
HO18-10: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the team of examiners (professionalism, preparedness, and
communication) among the different industry sectors (education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing
post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
2. Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (criteria booklet,
feedback report, and TNCPE staff,) among industry sectors (education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service) from those completing the criterion
booklet program surveys?
Criteria Booklet
HO21-6: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the criteria booklet (ease of intent to apply, clarity of instructions explaining
requirements, TNCPE application fees, application page limits, and
application deadline) among the different industry sectors (categorized as

22

control results as compared to influence control results) for those
completing the post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B).
Feedback Report
HO27-9: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall value to the
organization (clarity, timely deliver, and value to the organization) provided
by the feedback report among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence control results) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B).
TNCPE Staff
HO210-12: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with TNCPE staff (responsiveness, knowledge, and helpfulness during the
process) among the different industry sectors (categorized as control results
as compared to influence control results) for those completing post- sitevisit program surveys (Appendix B).
3. Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (site visit policy,
team of examiner’s team leader, and team of examiners) among the different award levels
(1, 2, 3, and 4) from those completing post-site-visit program survey?
Site Visit Policy
HO31-4: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the site visit (cost of site visit, length of site visit, coverage of all
criteria categories, overall satisfaction with site visit) with regard to the
different award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit
program surveys (Appendix A).
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Team of Examiners Team Leader
HO35-7: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the team of examiners (timeliness of contact, communication prior to
site visit, and leadership) with regard to the different award levels (1, 2, 3,
and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
Team of Examiners
HO38-10: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the team of examiners (professionalism, preparedness, and
communication) with regard to the different award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for
those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
4. Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (criteria booklet,
feedback report, and TNCPE staff) with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”)
from those completing post-site-visit program survey?
Criteria Booklet
HO41: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the criteria booklet (ease of intent to apply, clarity of instructions explaining
requirements, TNCPE application fees, application page limits, and
application deadline) with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced”) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix B).
Feedback Report
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HO42: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall value to the
organization (clarity, timely deliver, and value to the organization) provided
by the feedback report with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced”) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix B).
TNCPE Staff
HO43: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
TNCPE staff (responsiveness, knowledge, and helpfulness during the
process) with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as levels
1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B).
5. Are there differences in the mean scores for overall satisfaction among industry sectors
(education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys based on the number of hours invested in the
total project?
HO51: There is no difference in the mean scores for overall value to the
organization among industry sectors (education, government, healthcare,
manufacturing, nonprofit, and service) for those completing post-site-visit
program surveys based on the total number of hours invested in the project.

25

Significance of Study
The significance of this study is to provide a better understanding of the quality of the
TNCPE program within the state of Tennessee. Based on the findings the TNCPE staff may
understand differences in quality satisfaction levels among differing industry sectors (education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service).
The study may also suggest evidence of needed additional training provided by TNCPE
staff for varying industry sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit,
and service). In addition, some industry sectors may find the feedback report more beneficial
than others due to the nature of their businesses and whether they can control results (healthcare,
manufacturing, or service) or only influence results (education, government, or nonprofit). For
example, within a specific manufacturing industry goals are set and performance mandated due
to some measure of direct control. If an individual or a department fails to perform, salaries can
be cut or jobs eliminated. However, if a government industry applies, one agency may be
charged with completing the application, while the information provided may come from
multiple agencies with multiple budgets and multiple supervisors or controlling bodies. For
example, a separate city and county government may apply as one unit but each may have a
separate board of directors combined with a separate group to provide economic development.
Within the economic development agencies, some involve chambers of commerce and some are
completely separate. With the number of divisions involved, additional layers are present during
the application process; applicants can only influence the multiple groups but cannot directly
control the results.
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Limitations
One limitation of this study was the period involved for TNCPE examiner satisfaction
surveys. Data were based on program surveys completed from 2007 through 2008 with summary
statistics only available for 2005 and 2006. In addition, site visit surveys were completed from
2006 through 2008 which provided 3 years of data. Only questions consistent over those years
were analyzed for overall satisfaction levels. Within each industry sector (healthcare,
manufacturing, education, service, government, or nonprofit), a minimum of seven respondents
were needed for certain comparisons. The industry sector nonprofit was eliminated in research
questions 1 and 3 due to lack of responses. When those numbers were not available in research
questions 2, groupings of control and influence were selected. Similarly, when a minimum of
seven respondents were not provided for the differing application levels in research question 4, a
grouping of levels 1 and 2 were categorized as “beginner” and a grouping of levels 3 and 4 were
categorized as “experienced”.

Assumptions
The study made the following assumptions:
1. Participants responded in an honest manner.
2. Participants were knowledgeable about the TNCPE application presented by their
employing organizations.
3. Participants provided their perceptions of the process prior to being informed of their
award levels.
4. Data provided by the site visit survey were collected from individuals who were
participated in the actual site visit.
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5. Data collected within Survey Monkey ® (an application software package) by TNCPE
staff were not altered in any way.
6. Survey Monkey ® provided an accurate and secure method of collecting web based
survey results.
7. Surveys administered to applicants included the appropriate measurements because the
current researcher did not develop the actual survey.
8. Survey development was not a part of the current study. All questions were used as
worded in the surveys collected by TNCPE staff.

Definition of Terms
For consistency and clarity, the following definitions applied throughout the study.
Alignment: Term used to refer to “the consistency of plans, processes, information,
resource decisions, actions, results, and analysis to support key organization-wide goals.
Effective alignment requires common understanding of purposes and goals … as well as
complimentary measurements” (Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009, p.56).
Award Level: State multitiered program offering four levels of applications (Level 1 –
Interest, Level 2 – Commitment, Level 3 – Achievement, and Level 4 – Excellence) (Tennessee
Center for Performance Excellence, 2009).Category of criteria: Major components of criteria
(Leadership, Strategic Planning, Customer Focus, Measurement Analysis, Knowledge
Management, Workforce Focus, Process Management, and Results) that must be addressed on a
TNCPE application (Rawls, 2009).
Control: A grouping of industry sectors consisting of responses from manufacturing and
healthcare when data were not large enough to be evaluated independently.
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Examiners: Leading professionals selected by application process to assess and provide
organization feedback reports for those who apply for TNCPE awards levels (Rawls, 2009).
Feedback Report: Report provided to TNCPE applicants constructed with examiner
feedback including strengths and opportunities for improvements (Tennessee Center for
Performance Excellence, 2009).
How: Refers to “the systems or processes that an organization uses to accomplish its
mission requirements. In response to the “How” questions in the Process Item requirements,
process descriptions should include information such as approach, (methods and measures),
deployment, learning, and integration factors” (Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence,
2009, p. 59).
Industry sectors: Refers to the program survey classification used within this research
limited to education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service.
Influence: A grouping of industry sectors consisting of responses from education,
government, service, and nonprofit when data were not large enough to be evaluated
independently.
Item: A critical element of a category used to define the category further. Overall, there
are 18 items in the criteria (Rawls, 2009).
Key: Refers to “major or most important elements or factors, those that are critical to
achieving your intended outcome” (Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009, p. 59).
MBNQA: Abbreviation referencing Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award (The
Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Improvement Act of 1987 - Public Law 100-107, 2001).
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NIST: Abbreviation used for the U.S. Commerce Department’s National Institute of
Standards and Technology responsible for management of the Baldrige National Quality
Program (National Institute of Standards and Technology, 2008).
OFI: Common examiner abbreviation used to reference opportunities for improvement
(Rawls, 2009).
Process: Refers to “linked activities with a purpose of producing product or service for
customer (or user) within or outside the organization [and] involve combinations of people,
machines, tools, techniques, materials, and improvements in a defined series of steps or actions”
(Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009, p. 61).
Site visit: Selected team of examiners that visits TNCPE potential award applicant to
review the application and clarify questions or gaps not fully explained on the application
(Rawls, 2009).
Survey Monkey ®: Refers to a web based software application available for flexible and
scalable surveys currently serving thousands of customers in over 40 countries
(SurveyMonkey.com, 2009).
Systematic: Refers “to approaches that are well defined, well ordered, repeatable and use
data and information so learning is possible. [These must] build in the opportunity for
improvement, and sharing, thereby permitting a gain in maturity” (Tennessee Center for
Performance Excellence, 2009, p. 63).
Organizational Profile: A snapshot of the organization questionnaire provided for
applicants to complete when submitting organizational information for a TNCPE Award level. It
should include “key influences on how you operate, and the key challenges you face” (Tennessee
Center for Performance Excellence, 2009, p. 4).
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TNCPE: Abbreviation used to reference the Tennessee Center for Performance
Excellence, which is a state program modeled after the Baldrige National Quality Program
(Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009).
Overview
Chapter 1 provided background information identifying the key issues, defining the
problem and including the intent of the study, and identifying research questions. Additional
information in this chapter included the significance of the study and the definitions of key terms
and concepts.
Chapter 2 is a review of relevant literature. This chapter provides relevant research and
articles relating to the definition of Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence. Because the
TNCPE program models the national Malcolm Baldrige program, a historical perspective of the
Malcolm Baldrige quality programs and national awards are included. Examples of national
award winners are provided for some of the differing industry sectors. An attitude of overall
pursuit of customer satisfaction and excellence is given.
Chapter 3 describes the methodology used in the research. It details the process of
designing the survey, collecting the data, describing the population, implementing ethical
protocols, recruiting participation, and conducting data analysis procedures.
Chapter 4 describes and analyzes the data collected and Chapter 5 offers conclusions and
recommendations for further research and recommendations to improve practices.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
This chapter outlines the conceptual framework for this study. A review of the leaders
who provided some of the milestones that have contributed to the coveted Malcolm Baldrige
National Quality Award is included. While some focused on the management involvement to
produce quality goods and services, others focused on the quality that aligned with the process of
producing goods and services. Quality improvement has become a journey adopted at many state
level awards including the State of TN with the formation of the TN Center for Performance
Excellence. The literature review begins with the history of quality including philosophical
contributions from the various leaders leading to the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award.
In addition, the review covers the history of the TNCPE and its contributions because it provided
the data for the research questions.

History of Quality
The formal quality management movement began with milestones as early as the
Industrial Revolution in the 1700s and 1800s (Schonberger & Knod, 1997). Key thinkers and
events molded the quality movement timeline (Figure 1). One of the most noteable theories was
Fredrick Taylor’s scientific management theory (1900-1920), which began standardizing work
tasks (Schonberger & Knod, 1997). With standardization, Taylor led the way for better training,
scheduling, and control of work and workforce. In fact, Peter Drucker later credited Taylor as
the “father of training” with his model (Schonberger & Knod, 1997, p. 9). Scientific

32

management evolved during a period when the American workforce was “flooded with
unskilled, uneducated workers, and it was an efficient way to employ them in large numbers”
(Walton, 1986, p. 9). By allowing little discretion for arbitrary uses of power by supervisors,
Taylor reduced conflict and contended that management was a “science that could be studied and
applied” (Walton, 1986, p.9). With this, Taylor’s style produced large quantities of products to
match the demand, but the method was later deemed as cumbersome and somewhat
unresponsive to market changes or conditions. Manufacturers were able to produce quality
products, but the costs were excessive due to defects remaining (Evans & Lindsay, 2005).
Yet, inspection and measurements ushered in the beginnings of the quality movement for
the 20th century. In order to continue quality measurements, many manufacturing plants
adopted the concept establishing a quality department (Evans & Lindsay, 2005). One such
example was the Western Electric Group led by Walter Shewhart. Shewhart used satistical
quality control (SQC), which went beyond inspection techniques by focusing on identification
and elimination of problems that lead to defects. Shewhart was credited with the development of
control charts.
During World War II the United States military used some of the same statistical methods
and imposed supplier standards. While the impact on wartime production was minimal, the
efforts provided a leadership impact for developing talent labeled quality specialists (Evans &
Lindsay, 2005). The popularity of the position grew and was eventually adopted by additional
manufacturing industries. With the growth and popularity came the American Society for
Quality Control (currently known as the American Society for Quality) (Evans & Lindsay,
2005). Figure 1 illustrates the evolution of the quality movement.
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Figure 1. History of quality movement (Adapted from Schonberger & Knod, 1997)

Early Leaders of Total Quality Management
After World War II ended, two consultants, Joseph Juran and W. Edwards Deming,
emerged in the quality movement. Both employed statistical quality control methods to assist in
the rebuilding of Japan; however, their efforts were not focused on quality specialists but on
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management (Evans & Lindsay, 2005). Under the leadership of Juran and Deming, the Japanese
integrated quality concepts throughout their entire organizations. The method allowed a culture
of continuous improvement to infiltrate the Japanese manufacturing plants, which coined the
word kaizen (Evans & Lindsay, 2005).
W. Edwards Deming
Given the failures of some statistical methods and that all information did not fit into the
scientific model, Deming (1950) reviewed the process that later became part of his lifelong
mission to seek sources of improvement. As a part of that review, he introduced his widely
known Fourteen Points and Seven Deadly Diseases (Walton, 1986).
Fourteen Points. The 14 points, initially introduced in Chapter 2 of Deming’s book, Out
of the Crisis, are:
•

Create constancy of purpose toward improvement of product and service, with the aim to
become competitive and to stay in business and to provide jobs.

•

Adopt the new philosophy. We are in a new economic age. Western management must
awaken to the challenge, must learn their responsibilities, and take on leadership for
change.

•

Cease dependence on inspection to achieve quality. Eliminate the need for inspection on
a mass basis by building quality into the product in the first place.

•

End the practice of awarding business on the basis of price tag. Instead, minimize total
cost. Move toward a single supplier for any one item on a long-term relationship of
loyalty and trust.
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•

Improve constantly and forever the system of production and service to improve quality
and productivity and thus constantly decrease costs.

•

Institute training on the job.

•

Institute leadership. The aim of supervision should be to help people and machines and
gadgets to do a better job. Supervision of management is in need of overhaul, as well as
supervision of production workers.

•

Drive out fear so that everyone may work effectively for the company.

•

Break down barriers between departments. People in research, design, sales, and
production must work as a team to foresee problems of production and in use that may be
encountered with the product or service.

•

Eliminate slogans, exhortations, and targets for the work force asking for zero defects and
new levels of productivity. Such exhortations only create adversarial relationships, as the
bulk of the causes of low quality and low productivity belong to the system and thus lie
beyond the power of the work force.

•

Eliminate work standards (quotas) on the factory floor. Eliminate management by
objective. Eliminate management by numbers and numerical goals. Substitute leadership.

•

Remove barriers that rob the hourly worker of the right to pride of workmanship. The
responsibility of supervisors must be changed from sheer numbers to quality. Remove
barriers that rob people in management and in engineering of their right to pride of
workmanship. This means, inter alia, abolishment of the annual or merit rating and of
management by objective.

•

Institute a vigorous program of education and self-improvement.
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•

Put everybody in the company to work to accomplish the transformation. The
transformation is everybody's job (Deming, 2000, p. 23).
Seven Deadly Diseases. Because of lack of adherence to the 14 points, Deming also

published a list of Seven Deadly Diseases could attack and destroy any company (Walton, 1986).
Those seven deadly diseases were:
•

Lack of constancy of purpose. A company that is without consistency of purpose has no
long-range plans for staying in business. Management is insecure, and so are employees.

•

Emphasis on short-term profits. Looking to increase the quarterly dividend undermines
quality and productivity.

•

Evaluation by performance, merit rating, or annual review of performance. The effects of
these are devastating-teamwork is destroyed, rivalry is nurtured. Performance ratings
build fear and leave people bitter, despondent, and beaten. They also encourage mobility
of management.

•

Mobility of management. Job-hopping managers never understand the companies they
work for and are never there long enough to follow through on long-term changes that are
necessary for quality and productivity.

•

Running a company on visible figures alone. The most important figures are unknown
and unknowable-the multiplier effect of a happy customer, for example.

•

Excessive medical costs.

•

Excessive cost of warranty fueled by lawyers who work on contingency fee (cited in
Walton, 1986, p. 36).

The latter two applied to Deming’s work within the United States only.
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Deming’s approach was not easily accepted in the United States. In fact, most of his
early work began in the Japanese market. During the early 1950s, the Japanese struggled with
the slogan Made in the USA (Magnier, 1999) that connoted quality and pride, factors that were
not present in the Japanese market. Initial sales of Japanese manufactured automobiles in the
early 1950s were weak and filled with issues of poor quality (Magnier, 1999). In the postDeming era, Japanese manufacturers gained a world-class reputation based on their overall
successful quest for quality, which was attributed to Deming, respectfully nicknamed the quality
guru. When Japan bragged of peak sales because of its reputation for quality reputation in
the1980s, many United States industries rediscovered Deming and became market driven to
experiment with the quality concepts and low inventory manufacturing (Magnier, 1999).
Joseph M. Juran
Born in 1904, Joseph M. Juran became known as another quality “guru” and often
labeled the “father of quality” (Juran Institute, 2007, p. 1). As an immigrant from Romania, he
became the first in his family to attend college and graduated with a degree in electrical
engineering from the University of Minnesota. His industial career began at Western Electric’s
Hawthorne plant before World War II. The 40,000 employee plant provided Juran a unique view
of management. Later, he continued his career at Bell laboratories in the area of quality
assurance.
His addition of the “managerial dimension to quality – broadening it from its statistical
orgins” differentiated him from his colleages (Juran Institute, 2007, para. 1). His exposure to the
world with his concepts became known after his first visit to Japan in 1954, shortly after World
War II. Impressing Japanese executives in his day, he like Deming is credited for improvements
buidling the reputation of “made in Japan” (Juran Institute, 2007, para. 2).
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In 1937 Juran launched the “Pareto principle” that assisted millions of managers with the
separation of the “vital few” from the “useful many” commonly known as the “80-20 principle”
(Juran Institute, 2007, para. 4). In addition, Juran published his first work on quality
management titled the Quality Control Handbook in 1951.
In his book Juran published concepts that focused on how to manage for quality. Later,
his priniciples became known as the “Juran Trilogy ®” (Juran, 1992, p. 14). Juran promoted
management for quality was accomplished by using the three basic principles of management
that included planning, control, and improvement. Juran (1992) renamed the processes to quality
planning, quality control, and quality management). Conceptually Juran resembled his
predecesors. Yet, procedurally his steps and tools were unique. Those included:
•

Quality planning: This is the ability of developing the products and processes required to
meet the customers’ needs. It involves a series of universal steps that can be abbreviated
as follows:
o Establish quality goals.
o Identify the customers – those who will be impacted by the efforts to meet the
goals.
o Determine the customers’ needs.
o Develop product features that respond to customers’ needs.
o Develop processes that are able to produce those product features.
o Establish process controls and transfer the resulting plans to the operating forces.

•

Quality control: This process involves the following steps:
o Evaluate actual quality performance.
o Compare actual performance to quality goals.
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o Act of the difference.
•

Quality improvement: This process is the means of raising quality performance to
unprecedented levels (“breaktrhough”). The methodology consists of a series of
universal steps:
o Establish the infrastructure needed to secure annual quality improvement.
o Identify the specific needs for improvement – the improvement projects.
o For each project establish a project team with clear responsibility for bringing the
project to a successful conclusion.
o Provide the resources, motivation, and training needed by the teams to diagnose
the causes, stimulate establishment of remedies, and establish controls to hold the
gains (cited in Juran, 1992, p. 14-15).

Juran Trilogy ® was not only a way to provide explaination to management for quality concepts
but also a “unifying concept” that extended companywide (Juran, 1992, p. 16).
In 1979 Juran founded the Juran Institute (2007) that has promoted use of real-world
tools and solutions. The organization has provided numerous organizations an environment
aimed at learning “tools and techniques to manage quality (Juran Institute, 2007, p. 1)”. His
efforts were targeted at contributing to the betterment of human welfare. Juran has been
recognized as one of the “vital few” contributors to quality and lean manufacturing concepts
used in today’s business and industry (Juran Institute, 2007, para. 9). Juran truly believed in
“…contributing to the welfare of …” his fellowman as his “great unfinished business (Juran
Institute, 2007, para. 9)”.
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Phillips Crosby
In the early 1980s books such as Crosby’s Quality is Free proposed a new quality
revolution (Crosby, 1996). Crosby rejected the philosophy that higher quality increased costs
and proposed that higher quality products and services actually lowered costs. Declining costs
were based on fewer reworks, less wasted materials, and less time required to inspect the
finished goods (Crosby, 1996). Echoing Deming, Crosby placed responsbility for quality
products on the leadership of an organization. His philosophy promoted zero defects and
contended that the measuremnt of quality was the price of nonconformance.
Similar to Deming, Crosby (1996) cited 14 steps for quality:
1. Commitment from management
2. Quality improvement teams
3. Measurement
4. Cost of quality
5. Quality awareness
6. Corrective action
7. Zero defects planning
8. Employee education
9. Zero defects day
10. Goal-setting
11. Error-cause removal
12. Recognition
13. Quality councils
14. Do it over again. (p. 99)
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In additon to the 14 steps, Crosby added four quality absolutes: a definition of quality, a
prevention (rather than appraisal) system of quality, a performance standard (zero defects), and
the measurement of quality (the cost of nonconformance).
Quality Made Public
With the groundwork laid by Deming, Juran, and Crosby, the turning point for the United
States in critical awareness was a 1980 NBC news documentary, “If Japan Can, Why Can’t We,”
that featured Deming and brought quality to public attention (Albrecht, 1993). After the report,
Deming attained a quality guru role in the United States similar to what he enjoyed in Japan.
Some early adopters of the new philsophy included Ford, American Express, IBM, Xerox,
Motorola, and Proctor & Gamble. In 1987 a Malcolm Baldridge Award was established similar
to Japan’s Deming Prize (National Institute of Standards and Technology, 2009). At about the
same time, numerous industries launched quality initiatives designed not only to improve
corporate performance but also to concentrate efforts in pursuit of the coveted Malcolm Baldrige
National Quality award.

History of Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award
The Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award (MBNQA) was named for Malcolm
Baldrige who served as U.S. Secretary of Commerce from 1981 until his tragic rodeo death in
1987 (The Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Improvement Act of 1987 - Public Law 100-107 ,
2001). Public Law 100-107, signed into law on August 20, 1987, created the award. The
Foundation for the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award established in 1988 initiated
principal support for the public-private partnership. Malcolm Baldrige was well known for his
long-term improvements and management expertise (Blazey, 2006). The act, which came at a
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critical point for the United States economy, was named for Baldrige because of his personal
interest in its passage. Blazey (2006) viewed the Malcolm Baldrige assessment process as part of
the strategy developed in the 1980s that promoted the re-education of a struggling management
system. During that time Toyota was beginning to catch the world’s attention with its
unprecedented quality and efficiency (Liker, 2004). The award not only recognized achievement
but also “raised awareness of the importance of quality and performance excellence as a
competitive edge” (National Institute of Standards and Technology, 2009). The private Council
on Competitiveness (1995) noted the award has, “More than any other program, the Baldridge
Quality Award is responsbile for making quality a national priority and disseminating best
practices across the United States” (p. 4).

Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award
The prestigious award was presented by the President of United States to small and large
businesses as well as to education, service, healthcare, and nonprofit organizations (National
Institute of Standards and Technology, 2008). Outstanding organizations were judged on seven
areas: leadership; strategic planning; customer and market focus; measurement, analysis, and
knowledge management; workforce focus; process management; and results. The achievements
and improvements were evaluated and recognized based on the definitions provided for the
seven categories.
1. Leadership – Evaluated senior leadership, governance, and societal responsibilities
2. Strategic Planning – Reviewed the ways in which strategic objectives and action plans
were developed and deployed
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3. Customer and market focus – Examined ways in which an organization engaged
customers (students, patients, etc.) as well as determined requirements, built
relationships, and acquired, satified, and retained customers
4. Measurement, analysis, and knowledge management – Reviewed how the organization
used data to support key processes and foster improvements
5. Workforce focus – Analyzed the ways in which an organization enabled its workforce,
developed each to full potential, and aligned with its objectives
6. Process management – Examined how key production, delivery, and support processes
were designed, managed, and improved.
7. Results – Analyzed an organization’s performance improvements in key areas including
customer satisfaction, financial and marketplace performance, human resources, supplier
and partner performance, operational performance, and governance and social
responsibility. In addition, the category reviewed organizational performance relative to
competitors by including relevant benchmarks (cited on National Institute of Standards
and Technology, 2008).
These criteria have been used for self-assessment and for training thousands nationally. Overall,
the criteria served as a tool for performance improvement (National Institute of Standards and
Technology, 2008). In close cooperation with the private sector, the National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST) assumed responsibility for managing the program. Criteria
were consistent for all organizations with some wording changed to be industry specific. For
example, in an education application customers were referred to as students, and within the
healthcare application customers were referenced as patients.
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A Systems Perspective (Baldrige Burger)
Within the Baldrige criteria, all categories worked together as a system (Brown, 2008).
After reviewing the diagram (Figure 2), many referred to the system as the “Baldrige Burger”
(Brown, 2008, p. 48). The Baldrige Burger linked the leadership triad (leadership, planning, and
customer focus) on the left to the results triad (staff, processes, and results) on the right as well as
demonstrating the ways in which measurement, analysis, and knowledge management affect
both triads (Leonard & Denney, 2007).

Figure 2. The Baldrige "Burger" Model (Leonard & Denney, 2007, p. 1)
In fact, measurement, analysis, and knowledge management are stretched at the bottom
of the figure to show the ways in which information and analysis serve as the foundation for the
other six categories (Brown, 2008). In reviewing other components, Brown (2008) noted his
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concerns that leadership was first because all criteria were customer focused. However, Leonard
and Denney (2007) contended that major improvements could not be accomplished unless senior
leadership was involved.
While this is an overview of Baldrige as a systems model, companies must note the
interdependence of all boxes for a nonprescriptive approach (Leonard & Denney, 2007). In
addition, Leonard and Denney (2007) emphasized that the model was intended to be a big
picture with other tools used as noted in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Related issues and tools for the Baldrige journey (Leonard & Denney, 2007, p. 2)
In reality, the Baldrige model begins with leadership and ends with results. Leonard and
Denney (2007) depicted the strategic flow in Figure 4. In reality, companies must recognize that
the model does not represent all Baldridge services but serves to point companies in the right
direction.
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Figure 4. Strategic leadership flow (Leonard & Denney, 2007, p. 3)
Constant analysis and feedback enabled use of various methods and tools to fit companies’
needs. By using the model with the associated criteria, learning and integration were possible
(Leonard & Denney, 2007).
Industry Sectors
Blazey (2008) reviewed “The Nation’s CEOs Look to the Future,” in which 308 chief
executives from variously sized organizations described the value of the Baldrige Criteria and
Award process. The report summarized the results of a 1998 survey conducted by Louis Harris
& Associates, Inc., which included comments from 2,500 Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) of
companies with revenues of $100 million or more. The CEOs reported that the “Baldrige criteria
and awards are extremely or very valuable in stimulating both improvements in quality in US
companies (79%) and improvements in the competitiveness of U.S. business (67%)” (Nation's
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CEOs Look to the Future, 1998, para. 25). On the opposite end of the scale, only a few reported
that the Baldrige criteria were “not very valuable” or “not valuable” in improving quality (11%)
or competitiveness (23%) (Nation’s CEOs Look to the Future, 1998, p. 25).
In addition to the survey, Blazey (2008) noted additional research conducted by Kevin
Hendricks from the College of William and Mary’s School of Business and Vinod Singhal from
the Georgia Institute of Technology Dupree College of Management that supported the Baldrige
criteria. The research focused on the real impact of the “quality management and examined facts
surrounding performance excellence” (Blazey, 2008, p. 3), providing a business case for using
the criteria as a tool to enhance performance. Blazey (2008) reported that growth of operating
income averaged 91% for winners contrasted to 43% for nonwinners.
In another study the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST Stock Study
of Malcolm Baldrige, 1998) compared returns on the common stocks of the 1988-1997 Baldrige
Award recipients. Award winners achieved a combined return of 459% compared to a combined
175% return for the S&P 500 companies. In addition, the 1990-1997 publicly traded companies
that hosted site visits had a 206% increase compared to the S&P 500 companies with only a
132% increase. While the study hypothetically invested a fixed sum, it did not negate the fact
that award winners or site-visited applicants outperformed S&P 500 companies by a large
percentage.
Education Winners
Baldrige processes are not designed only for businesses. In 1999 the Baldrige award
added a category for education (ASQ, 2009). Winners linked educational improvements of
students including strong learning results. In 2005, the Jenks Public Schools received the
MBNQA that showed “37% of the district’s class of 2004 demonstrated college-level mastery by
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earning an Advanced Placement test score of three or better, compared to national level of 13%
and highest state level of 21%” (NIST, 2009). In addition to Jenks Public Schools, Alaska’s
Chugach School District produced 2001 MBNQA results by moving from the 28th percentile on
the California Achievement Test in 1995 to 71st in 1999 using Baldrige criteria.
In addition to educational improvements, some award recipients demonstrated processes
designed to improve satisfication levels in meeting the needs and expectations of students and
stakeholders. In 2001 the MBNQA winner, Pearl River School District of Rockland County,
New York, demonstrated increased student satisfaction through collaboration (NIST, 2009). The
district included students and stakeholders in the annual review of missions and goals. They
were recognized nationally for satisfaction results that increased from 70% in 1998 to 92% in
2001. This exceeded the highest score in the national database by 7% (NIST, 2009). In the same
year, the University of Wisconsin-Stout noted that 99% to 100% of the employers surveyed rated
their graduates as “well prepared for their positions” (NIST, 2009, p. 1). Furthermore, almost
90% of those graduates indicated they would select University of Wisconsin-Stout if presented
with the decision to enroll.
Healthcare Winners
In 2007, Mercy Health City Systems of Janesville, Wisconsin and Sharp Healthcare of
San Diego, California won the MBNQA. Mercy provided healthcare services in Southern
Wisconsin and Northeastern Illinois. Their hospital based services included three hospitals:
clinic-based services include 285 employed physicians at 38 community clinics; and postacute
care retail services include subacute care services, long-term care services, home health services,
a community-based residential facility with hospice beds, a ‘health mall,’ and six retail
pharmacies in addition to an insurance company. (NIST, 2007, p. 1)
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Javon R. Bea, President and CEO of Mercy Health System, attributed their success to the
development of a “systematic and sophisticated approach to quality and organizational
excellence” (National Institute of Standards and Technology, 2008, para. 6) that supported their
entire integrated organization. With over one million patients, Mercy had great responsibility to
meet patient needs including lifesaving services.
Nonprofit Winners (Government)
In 2007 the City of Coral Springs became the first municipal MBNQA winner in the
nonprofit category. With a population of 131,257, the city was the 4th largest city in Broward
County and the 13th largest in the state of Florida. When people asked the City Manager Michael
Levinson why he selected Baldrige, he answered that it was simple, pointing out that the City of
Coral Springs received a 95% resident satisfaction rating, a 97% business satisfaction rating, a
97% employee satisfaction rating, and AAA credit ratings from all three rating agencies on Wall
Street (NIST, 2008).

Pursuit of Satisfaction
With over 20 years of Baldrige assessments, opportunities were provided for thousands
of business organizations (manufacturing and small business) applications, including healthcare,
education, nonprofit and service organizations (Mission and milestone, 2007). Over 300 judges
and Baldrige examiners come together annually to evaluate the applicants. In 2007 economists
measured and reported the social rate of return $207 to $1 (Mission and milestone); in other
words, for every $1 invested, $207 returned to the economy. While no organization was perfect,
the pursuit of improvement drove the Baldrige process. According to Collins (2001) in his book
Good to Great, “Good is the enemy of great” (p. 5). No one tool could solve all the problems,
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but Baldrige modeled a form of leadership tool that incorporated a variety of improvement
approaches to encourage an overall attitude of improvement and satisfaction (Johnson, 2006).

Introduction to Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence
In 1993 a cooperative effort among the Tennessee governor’s office, Tennessee
Department of Economic Development, and the business community established the Tennessee
Center for Performance Excellence (TNCPE) (Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence,
2009). Healthcare, education, nonprofit, and government entities joined the list of cooperative
partners or industry sectors represented. Modeling the state program after the Malcolm Baldrige
criteria, TNCPE began to improve the economic vitality of the region. Since 1993, 1,080
organizations applied for and benefited from the TNCPE award program. Hundreds of others
took advantage of the educational opportunities provided (Tennessee Center for Performance
Excellence, 2009).
Although applicants represents many organizations, the TNCPE office staff includes only
three to five full-time employees governed by a board of directors. The board consists of
distinguished leaders from multiple sectors of Tennessee’s economy. The board provides policy
guidance, direction, and accountability for TNCPE’s governance and funding of TNCPE.
In addition to the board, TNCPE relies on services provided by statewide volunteer
examiners recruited from various industry sectors. The examiners annually participate in 3-4
days of training provided free by the TNCPE staff. In return, examiners donate their time for
intensive reviews leading to designations of award levels: Level 1 (Interest), Level 2
(Commitment), Level 3 (Achievement), or Level 4 (Excellence). All application levels are
submitted within the State of Tennessee (Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009).

51

Over 2,400 examiners trained and donated 148,000 plus hours of service with an estimated value
of over $15 million in pro bono consulting services (Rawls, 2009), an estimated average wage
paid to individuals who could have provided similar quality consulting services to the applicants
in the varying industry sectors.
Corporate and individual dues and award participant fees provide funding for TNCPE. In
addition, partnerships with the Tennessee 3-STAR Community program, funded through the
Department of Economic and Community Development, extended its outreach to communities.
Communities were encouraged to take advantage of the TNCPE training and services provided
(ECD Partnership, 2009). In addition, communities were encouraged to submit an application for
a Level 1, 2, or 3 community award by providing financial incentives to assist in economic
development.
Overall the TNCPE vision is “to drive organizational excellence in Tennessee”
(Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009, p. v). The stated mission is “to lead
organizations in the pursuit of performance excellence, improving results and contributing to the
economic vitality of their region” (Rawls, 2009, p. 11). In conjunction with the vision and
mission, the values include “customer focus, continuous improvement, leadership, excellence,
integrity, respect, and collaboration” (p. 12).
TNCPE Award Levels
Level 1 Award – Interest. The TNCPE Award Program, structured after the national
Malcolm Baldrige Award, is a multitiered program offering four different levels of review. In a
Level 1 Award review, applicants adopt and apply performance improvement principles
(Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009). Each applicant at this level completes a
simplified organizational profile rather than a standard organizational profile. Information
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supplied by each applicant addresses organizational characteristics and strategic situations. Each
application is limited to five pages.
After reviewing the application, a team of two or more TNCPE examiners visits the
organization for a half-day site visit. During this time, examiners assess the application and
formalize observations and recommendations into a feedback report. Each report includes
strengths and opportunities for improvements (or OFIs). Afterwards, applicants receive a Level 1
Certificate of Participation with public recognition at the annual awards banquet and a listing on
the TNCPE website.
Level 2 Award - Commitment. In continuing the improvement process, some applicants
select the Level 2 Award, which is an intermediate-level indicating commitment (Tennessee
Center for Performance Excellence, 2009). Examiners assess a demonstrated commitment to
performance improvement principles from a 15-page application and a one-day site visit.
Successful Level 2 awards go to organizations that identify and implement key process
improvements that are beginning to make systematic improvements. Organizations address each
of the criteria categories but may not present systematic results. A measurement system collects
and analyses data. Applicants receive a feedback report, recognition at the annual TNCPE
banquet, and a listing on the TNCPE website.
Level 3 Award – Achievement. In continuation, some applicants select the Level-3
Award, an advanced level indicating achievement (Tennessee Center for Performance
Excellence, 2009). Organizations at this level demonstrate thorough commitment to and
implementation of performance improvement principles showing significant defined processes
and results. Recipients deploy and align processes and have organizational benchmarks for
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learning and growing. Applicants receive a feedback report, recognition at the annual TNCPE
banquet, and a listing on the TNCPE website.
Level 4 Award – Excellence. At each level, applications decrease due to the increased
number of items to address and level of accountability. Level 4 is the grand award, indicating
excellence, with only a select few recipients. In fact, while 1,080 participated, only 20 received
Level-4 Excellence Awards (Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009). Some of the
more recent Level 4 Award winners included: Caris Healthcare (2008), Wellmont Health
Systems (2007), and Pal’s Sudden Service (2006). Overall, Level 4 Award recipients were:
outstanding examples of high-performance organizations, exhibiting processes hat
serve as role models for others, with some processes that serve as role models for
others, with some processes being at or near ‘best-in-class.’ Organizations
recognized at this highest level have demonstrated management excellence with
superior results over time (multiple years), which are directly attributable to a
systematic, well-deployed improvement approach and a robust management
system that effectively addresses the multiple requirements of each Item and
demonstrates alignment throughout the organization. They continue to improve
and build upon their outstanding results and excellent systems. (Tennessee Center
for Performance Excellence, 2009, p. viii)
The four award levels for the TNCPE modeled the Malcolm Baldrige criteria, which also
supported four award levels (Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence, 2009).

Summary
This chapter reviewed the historical development of the Tennessee Center for
Performance Excellence. The TNCPE developed a program modeled on the Malcolm Baldrige
National Quality Program. In addition, the chapter covered a historical perspective of the career
of Malcolm Baldrige and other quality contributors such as Phillips Crosby and W. Edwards
Deming. Their work collectively led to the development of the Malcolm Baldrige National
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Quality Award program. In review, it is a program valued by businesses, education, healthcare,
and other winners. Feedback for improvement has been a vital part of the award.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODS

Introduction
This chapter describes the research design, population, data collection procedures,
research questions, and data analysis. Also included in this chapter is information regarding the
TNCPE examiner satisfaction survey, testing, and validity.

Research Design
The purpose of this study was to examine the continuous improvement process of the
Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence (TNCPE). Results of surveys conducted annually
by TNCPE from postapplicants provided data for state award applicants. Their responses
provided satisfaction indicators among different industry sectors (education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service) with the TNCPE services (criteria booklet,
feedback report, site visit policy, TNCPE staff, and team of examiners).
Overall, the study addresses the satisfaction levels from each of the five service areas
provided by TNCPE (criteria booklet, feedback report, site visit policy, TNCPE staff, and team
of examiners). Primary data were collected from TNCPE applicants who completed
postexaminer satisfaction surveys powered by Survey Monkey ®, a web-based application
package available for collecting survey data. Survey questions were developed and an e-mail
invitation generated to TNCPE applicants. Data were collected electronically, downloaded by
TNCPE staff with personal application numbers removed, and forwarded to the researcher for
analysis.
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Population
The population defined for this study included the applicants who completed a TNCPE
application for one of four award levels, received an examiner site visit and feedback report, and
completed the post-site-visit surveys.

Defining Success
The study provided information relevant to the perceived contributions of the TNCPE to
several different industry sectors. The unit of measure for success was the perceived satisfaction
with the site visit evaluation. Within the team of examiners, success was the overall satisfaction
with professionalism, preparedness, and clarity of communication. The satisfaction with the team
leader’s performance was also reviewed for timeliness of contact, communication prior to site
visit, and overall leadership of the team. In addition, success was evaluated by the perceived
value of satisfaction with the site visit policy consisting of the cost of site visit, length of site
visit, coverage of all criteria categories, and overall satisfaction with the site visit. In reviewing
the criteria booklet, success concerned the degree of overall ease of intent to apply, clarity of
instructions, application fees, application page limits, and application deadline on the program
survey. In reviewing the feedback report, clarity of the report, timely delivery, and value to the
organization determined success. Finally, the study reviewed the TNCPE’s staff performance in
responsiveness, knowledge, support, and helpfulness overall during the process. For all areas
various descriptive statistics summarized the impact of each dimension.
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Data Collection Procedures
In order to explore the value and impact of TNCPE staff, site visit usefulness, examiner
contributions, and criteria booklets, the TNCPE office in Nashville administered and maintained
post-site-visit satisfaction surveys. Administration of the surveys occurred during OctoberNovember for each of the 3 years being analyzed (2006-2008). Data received from TNCPE
office via a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet were imported into SPSS version 17 for analysis.

Ethical Protocol
The TNCPE office offered survey participants assurance of absolute confidentiality.
There were no names attached to the post-site-visit survey to ensure confidentiality. A company
number represented the group as a whole for coding. In reviewing the documents it was
important to use all three Belmont Report ethical protocols when examining data. These included
respect for others, beneficence, and justice (McMillian & Schumacher, 2006). The ETSU
Institutional Review Board approved the study prior to receiving data from the TNCPE office to
begin analysis.

Research Questions with Null Hypothesis
Each of the five questions relied on both primary data sources. A review of the five
questions and the predictor variables follow along with their respective null hypotheses.
The study addressed the following research questions:
1. Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (site visit policy,
team of examiners team leader, and team of examiners) among industry sectors
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(education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) from those completing
the post-site-visit program surveys?
Site Visit Policy
HO11-4: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with site visit (cost of site visit, length of site visit, coverage of all criteria
categories, overall satisfaction with site visit) among the different industry
sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for
those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
Team of Examiners Team Leader
HO15-7: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the team of examiners team leader (timeliness of contact,
communication prior to site visit, and leadership) among the different
industry sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and
service) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
Team of Examiners
HO18-10: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the team of examiners (professionalism, preparedness, and
communication) among the different industry sectors (education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing
post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
2. Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (criteria booklet,
feedback report, and TNCPE staff,) among industry sectors (education, government,
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healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service) from those completing the criteria
booklet program surveys?
Criteria Booklet
HO21-5: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the criteria booklet (ease of intent to apply, clarity of instructions explaining
requirements, TNCPE application fees, application page limits, and
application deadline) among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence results) for those completing the
post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B).
Feedback Report
HO26-8: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall value to the
organization (clarity, timely deliver, and value to the organization) provided
by the feedback report among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence results) for those completing postsite-visit program surveys (Appendix B).
TNCPE Staff
HO29-11: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with TNCPE staff (responsiveness, knowledge, and helpfulness during the
process) among the different industry sectors (categorized as control results
as compared to influence results) for those completing post- site-visit
program surveys (Appendix B).
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3. Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (site visit policy,
team of examiner’s team leader, and team of examiners) among the different award levels
(1, 2, 3, and 4) from those completing post-site-visit program survey?
Site Visit Policy
HO31-4: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the site visit (cost of site visit, length of site visit, coverage of all
criteria categories, overall satisfaction with site visit) with regard to the
different award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) among the different industry sectors
(education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
Team of Examiners Team Leader
HO35-7: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the team of examiners (timeliness of contact, communication prior to
site visit, and leadership) with regard to the different award levels (1, 2, 3,
and 4) among the different industry sectors (education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit
program surveys (Appendix A).
Team of Examiners
HO38-10: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the team of examiners (professionalism, preparedness, and
communication) with regard to the different award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4)
among the different industry sectors (education, government, healthcare,

61

manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix A).
4. Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (criteria booklet,
feedback report, and TNCPE staff) with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”)
from those completing post-site-visit program survey?
Criteria Booklet
HO41-5: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with the criteria booklet (ease of intent to apply, clarity of instructions
explaining requirements, TNCPE application fees, application page limits,
and application deadline) with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced”) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix B).
Feedback Report
HO46-8: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall value to the
organization (clarity, timely deliver, and value to the organization) provided
by the feedback report with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced”) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix B).
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TNCPE Staff
HO49-11: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction
with TNCPE staff (responsiveness, knowledge, and helpfulness during the
process) with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as levels
1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B).
5. Are there differences in the mean scores for overall satisfaction among industry sectors
(education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys based on the number of hours invested in the
total project?
HO51: There is no difference in the mean scores for overall satisfaction to
the organization among industry sectors (education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service) for those completing
post-site-visit program surveys based on the total number of hours invested
in the project.

Data Analysis
The major statistical methods used were percentages, means, analysis of variance
(ANOVA), and t-test for independent samples. An alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical
tests. SPSS version 17 software analyzed the data collected from the surveys. Data coding
allowed accurate interpretation. Both descriptive and inferential statistical tests analyzed the
results.
The following procedures were employed in the analysis of data:
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•

The mean score of each of the satisfaction categories represented on the appropriate
surveys administered was determined for the four research questions and reported by
industry sector or application award level.

•

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used in research question 1 for comparison of
satisfaction by industry sector (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing,
service, and nonprofit).

•

The t-test for independent samples was used in research question 2 to compare means of
satisfaction by industry sector (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing,
service, and nonprofit). Industry sectors were categorized as control results
(manufacturing and healthcare) as compared to influence control results (government,
education, and service).

•

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used in research question 3 for comparison of
satisfaction by the four application award levels (interest, commitment, achievement, and
excellence).

•

The t-test for independent samples was used in research question 4 to compare means of
satisfaction by application with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as
levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”).

•

Effect sizes were included with the interpretations of the tests for significance for each
hypothesis. Cohen’s guidelines for interpreting the effect sizes were used:
o Small = <.06
o Medium = >=.06 to <1.4
o Large = >=1.4 (Witte & Witte, 2004, p. 377).

•

The Pierson’s correlation was used for research question 5.
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Research Questions Grouping and Coding
Data collected for research questions 2 and 4 were limited to 26 participants. For this
reason, a grouping of control and noncontrol was accepted prior to running tests. The two
groups represent a direction of leadership. Control indicates participants have direct control over
the management of the organization. As an example, manufacturing groups can directly
influence the outcomes due to direct control of paychecks and advancements. On the other side,
noncontrol typically involves nonprofit, government, and education. Their results are not
directly controlled but rather influenced. For example, a government entity can provide direction
but may need to get several groups to approve the decisions made prior to acceptance.
Data collected for research questions 1 and 3 were limited to 107 participants. No
additional grouping was required for these two questions.
Responses for questions 1-4 involved a likert scale and were recoded with the following
assumptions for questions with responses from outstanding to poor:
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Table 1
Research Questions Recoding

Response

Numeric Value

Outstanding

5

Good

4

Average

3

Fair

2

Poor

1

No response

0

Furthermore, questions answered by likert scale responses with very satisfied to very dissatisfied
were recoded with the following assumptions:
Table 2
Research Questions 1 & 3 Recoding
Response

Numeric Value

Very Satisfied

5

Satisfied

4

Neutral

3

Dissatisfied

2

Very Dissatisfied

1

No response

0
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Summary
Chapter 3 contained information about the study’s definition of success and population.
Additional sections described included data collection procedures, ethical protocols, data
analysis, data grouping, and research questions with null hypothesis.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA
Each of the five questions relied on both primary data sources. A review of the five
questions and the predictor variables follow along with their respective null hypotheses.
The study addressed the following research questions:
Research Question 1
Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (site visit policy,
team of examiners team leader, and team of examiners) among industry sectors (education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) from those completing the post-site-visit
program surveys?
Site Visit Policy – Cost of Site Visit
HO11: There is no difference in the mean scores of satisfaction with cost of the site visit
among the different industry sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and
service) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean cost of site visit satisfaction among the different industry sectors for those
completing the post-site-visit program survey. The satisfaction response with cost of the site visit
was the test variable and the grouping variable was industry sectors consisting of responses from
education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, or service). The ANOVA was not significant,
F (4,84) = 2.28, p = .067. Therefore, HO11was retained. The strength of the relationship between
industry sector and the satisfaction with the cost of the site visit as assessed by η2 index was
.098, which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 9.8 % of variance in satisfaction with cost
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of site visit was explained by the industry sector grouping variance. The results indicated that
the satisfaction with cost of the site visit was not significantly affected by the industry sectors
represented. The means and standard deviation for the five groups are reported in Table 3.
Table 3
Mean and Standard Deviation of Cost of Site Visit
Industry Sector

N

M

SD

Education

14

4.57

.85

Government

23

4.09

.60

Healthcare

20

4.00

.56

Manufacturing

11

3.91

.83

Service

21

3.86

.86

Total

89

4.07

.75

Site Visit Policy – Length of Site Visit
HO12: There is no difference in the mean scores with the length of site visit satisfaction
among the different industry sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and
service) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether the mean length of
site visit satisfaction difference among the different industry sectors for those completing the
post-site-visit program survey. The satisfaction response with length of the site visit was the test
variable and the grouping variable was industry sectors consisting responses from education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, or service. The ANOVA was significant, F (4,91) =
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2.53, p = .046. Therefore, HO12 was rejected. The strength of the relationship between industry
sector and the satisfaction with the length of the site visit, as assessed by η2 index was .100,
which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 10.0 % of variance in satisfaction with the length
of site visit was explained by the industry sector grouping variable. The results indicated that the
satisfaction with length of the site visit was significantly related to the industry sectors
represented. The means and standard deviation for the five groups are reported in Table 4.
Table 4
Mean and Standard Deviation of Length of Site Visit
Industry Sector

N

M

SD

Education

14

4.64

.50

Government

24

4.25

.61

Healthcare

23

4.30

.60

Manufacturing

12

4.00

.85

Service

23

4.04

.64

Total

96

4.24

.65

Because the overall F test was significant, post hoc multiple comparisons were conducted
to evaluate pairwise differences among the means of the five industry sectors. A LSD procedure
was selected for multiple comparisons because equal variances were assumed, F (4,91) = .17, p =
.954. There was a significant difference in the means between the education industry sector and
the manufacturing industry sector (p = .010). In addition, there was a significant difference in
the means between the education industry sector and the service industry sector (p = .006). In
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each case the mean for the education sector (M = 4.64, SD = .50) was higher than the mean for
the manufacturing sector (M = 4.00, SD = .85) and for the service industry sector (M = 4.04, SD
= .64). None of the other industry sector pairs were significantly different. The 95% confidence
intervals for the pairwise differences, as well as the means and standard deviations for the five
industry sectors are reported in Table 5.
Table 5
Means and Standard Deviations with 95% Confidence Intervals of Pairwise Differences
Industry

Education

Government

Healthcare

N

M

SD

Education

14

4.64

.50

Government

24

4.25

.61

-.02 to .81

Healthcare

23

4.30

.60

-.08 to .76

-.42 to .31

Manufacturing

12

4.00

.85

.15 to 1.13

-.19 to .69

-.14 to .75

Service

23

4.04

.64

.18 to 1.02

-.16 to .57

-.11 to .63

Manufacturing

Sectors

-.49 to .40

Site Visit Policy – Coverage of All Criteria Categories
HO13: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with site visit
coverage of all criteria categories among the different industry sectors (education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction with the coverage of all criteria categories during the site visit among the
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different industry sectors for those completing the post-site-visit program survey. The
satisfaction level with the coverage of all criteria categories was the test variable and the
grouping variable was industry sectors consisting of responses from education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, or service. The ANOVA was not significant, F (4,92) = 1.71, p =
.155. Therefore, HO13was retained. The strength of the relationship between industry sector and
the satisfaction with the coverage of all criteria categories as assessed by η2 index was .069,
which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 6.90% of variance in satisfaction with coverage
of criteria categories was explained by the industry sector grouping variance. The results
indicated that the satisfaction with coverage of criteria categories during the site visit was not
significantly related to the industry sectors represented. The means and standard deviation for
the five groups are reported in Table 6.

Table 6
Mean and Standard Deviation of Coverage of Criteria Categories
Industry Sector

N

M

SD

Education

14

4.86

.36

Government

24

4.42

.65

Healthcare

24

4.04

1.51

Manufacturing

12

4.33

.65

Service

23

4.39

.66

Total

97

4.37

.95
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Site Visit Policy – Overall Satisfaction with Site Visit
HO14: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with site visit
among the different industry sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and
service) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the overall satisfaction mean with the site visit among the different industry sectors for those
completing the post-site-visit program survey. The overall satisfaction mean with the site visit
was the test variable and the grouping variable was industry sectors consisting of responses from
education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, or service. The ANOVA was not significant,
F (4,92) = 1.70, p = .157. Therefore, HO14 was retained. The strength of the relationship between
industry sector and the satisfaction with the coverage of all criteria categories as assessed by η2
index was .069, which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 6.90% of variance in satisfaction
with coverage of criteria categories was explained by the industry sector grouping variance. The
results indicated that the overall satisfaction mean with the site visit was not significantly related
to the industry sectors represented. The means and standard deviation for the five groups are
reported in Table 7.
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Table 7

Mean and Standard Deviation of Overall Site Visit Satisfaction
Industry Sector

N

M

SD

Education

14

4.57

1.34

Government

24

4.50

.72

Healthcare

24

3.83

1.55

Manufacturing

12

4.25

.45

Service

23

4.35

.49

Total

97

4.28

1.05

Site Visit Policy – Additional Descriptive Information
Overall mean satisfaction scores ranked from 3.83 to 4.86. In the line graph as reported
in Figure 5, higher marks were given by the education industry as compared to healthcare
industry. Individual scores were reported for each industry in Figure 6. In order to better
understand the high satisfaction scores, a Y-axis scale of 2.5 to 5.0 was chosen for display
purposes.

74

Figure 5. Comparison of Site Visit Satisfaction Scores by Industry Sector

Figure 6. Site Visit Policy Satisfaction With Individual Scores
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Overall, the site visit policy mean satisfaction scores calculated by industry sector group
ranged from 4.04 to 4.66 as reported in Figure 7. With this, the healthcare industry sector
reported the lowest satisfaction M = 4.04 as compared to the highest reported by the education
industry sector M = 4.66. Furthermore, government satisfaction mean was 4.32, which was the
second highest. The service industry sector reported a mean satisfaction of 4.16 and
manufacturing sector followed closely with a mean satisfaction of 4.12. With these

M = 4.66

M = 4.32

M = 4.04

M = 4.12

M = 4.16

Figure 7. Site Visit Policy Satisfaction Grouped by Industry
numbers, it should be noted that healthcare and manufacturing reported the lowest two
satisfaction scores.
Team of Examiners Team Leader – Timeliness of Contact
HO15: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners team
leader timeliness of contact prior to site visit among the different industry sectors (education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix A).
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A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction response with the team of examiners team leader’s timeliness of contact
among the different industry sectors for those completing the post-site-visit program survey. The
mean satisfaction response with the team of examiners team leader’s timeliness of contact was
the test variable and the grouping variable was industry sectors consisting of responses from
education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, or service. The ANOVA was not significant,
F (4,86) = 2.42, p = .055. Therefore, HO15 was retained. The strength of the relationship between
industry sector and the satisfaction with the coverage of all criteria categories as assessed by η2
index was .101, which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 10.1% of variance in satisfaction
the team of examiners team leader’s timeliness of contact was explained by the industry sector
grouping variance. The results indicated that the satisfaction mean with the team of examiners
team leader was not significantly related to the industry sectors represented. The means and
standard deviation for the five groups are reported in Table 8.
Table 8
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team Leader’s Timeliness of Contact
Industry Sector

N

M

SD

Education

14

4.64

.84

Government

22

4.36

.66

Healthcare

22

3.82

1.14

Manufacturing

11

4.09

.71

Service

22

4.32

.72

Total

91

4.23

.87
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Team of Examiners Team Leader – Communication Prior to Site Visit
HO16: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners team
leader’s communication prior to site visit among the different industry sectors (education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s communication prior to the
site visit among the different industry sectors for those completing the post-site-visit program
survey. The mean satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s communication prior to
the site visit was the test variable and the grouping variable was industry sectors consisting of
responses from education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, or service. The ANOVA was
not significant, F (4,83) = 2.47, p = .051. Therefore, HO16 was retained. The strength of the
relationship between industry sector and the satisfaction with the communication prior to the site
visit as assessed by η2 index was .106, which indicated a large effect size. That is, 10.6% of
variance in satisfaction team of examiners team leader’s communication prior to the site visit
was explained by the industry sector grouping variance. The results indicated that the mean
satisfaction with the board of examiners team leader’s communication prior to the site visit was
not significantly related to the industry sectors represented. The means and standard deviation
for the five groups are reported in Table 9.
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Table 9
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team Leader’s Communication Prior to Site Visit
Industry Sector

N

M

SD

Education

13

4.62

.87

Government

21

4.48

.75

Healthcare

22

3.91

.97

Manufacturing

11

3.82

.87

Service

21

4.24

.83

Total

88

4.22

.89

Team of Examiners Team Leader – Leadership
HO17: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners team
leader’s leadership among the different industry sectors (education, government, healthcare,
manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s leadership of the site visit
among the different industry sectors for those completing the post-site-visit program survey. The
overall mean satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s leadership of the site visit
was the test variable and the grouping variable was industry sectors consisting of responses from
education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, or service). The ANOVA was significant, F
(4,87) = 2.96, p = .024. Therefore, HO17 was rejected. The strength of the relationship between
industry sector and the satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s leadership of the
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site visit as assessed by η2 index was .102, which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 10.2%
of variance in satisfaction with satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s leadership
of the site visit was explained by the industry sector grouping variance. The results indicated
that the satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s leadership with the site visit was
significantly related to the industry sectors represented. The means and standard deviation for
the five groups are reported in Table 10.

Table 10
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team of Examiners Team Leader’s Leadership
Industry Sector

N

M

SD

Education

13

4.77

.60

Government

22

4.73

.46

Healthcare

23

4.22

.95

Manufacturing

11

4.00

1.00

Service

23

4.39

.66

Total

92

4.43

.78

Because the overall F test was significant, post hoc multiple comparisons were conducted
to evaluate pairwise difference among the means of the five industry sectors. An LSD procedure
was selected for multiple comparisons because equal variances were assumed. There was a
significant difference in the means between the education industry sector and the manufacturing
industry sector (p = .010). In addition, there was a significant difference in the means between
the education industry sector and the service industry sector (p = .006). However, there was not
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a significant difference in the means between the education industry sector and the government
industry sector (p = .065). Likewise, there was not a significant difference in the means between
the education industry sector and the healthcare industry sector (p = .114). Overall, the industry
sector education appears to have the greatest mean satisfaction. It appears that the
manufacturing industry has the least. The 95% confidence intervals for the pairwise differences,
as well as the means and standard deviations for the five industry sectors are reported in Table
11.

Table 11
Means and Standard Deviations with 95% Confidence Intervals of Pairwise Differences
Industry

N

M

SD

Education

Government

Healthcare

Manufacturing

Sectors
Education

14 4.64 .50

Government

24 4.25 .61

-.02 to .81

Healthcare

23 4.30 .60

-.08 to .76

-.42 to .31

Manufacturing 12 4.00 .85

.15 to 1.13

-.19 to .69

-.14 to .75

Service

.18 to 1.02

-.16 to .57

-.11 to .63

23 4.04 .64

-.49 to .40

Team of Examiners - Professionalism
HO18: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the team of
examiners professionalism among the different industry sectors (education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix A).
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A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners professionalism during the site visit among
the different industry sectors for those completing the post-site-visit program survey. The mean
satisfaction with the team of examiners professionalism during the site visit was the test variable
and the grouping variable was industry sectors consisting of responses from education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, or service. The ANOVA was not significant, F (4,92) =
1.93, p = .112. Therefore, HO18 was retained. The strength of the relationship between industry
sector and the satisfaction with the team of examiners professionalism during the site visit as
assessed by η2 index was .077, which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 7.7% of variance
in satisfaction team of examiners professionalism during the site visit was explained by the
industry sector grouping variance. The results indicated that the mean satisfaction with the team
of examiners professionalism during the site visit was not significantly related to the industry
sectors represented. The means and standard deviation for the five groups are reported in Table
12.
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Table 12
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team of Examiners Professionalism
Industry Sector

N

M

SD

Education

14

5.00

.00

Government

24

4.71

.46

Healthcare

24

4.50

.83

Manufacturing

12

4.75

.45

Service

23

4.61

.50

Total

97

4.68

.57

Team of Examiners - Preparedness
HO19: There is no difference in the mean scores of satisfaction with the team of
examiners preparedness for the site visit among the different industry sectors (education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners preparedness for the site visit among the
different industry sectors for those completing the post-site-visit program survey. The mean
satisfaction with the team of examiners preparedness for the site visit was the test variable and
the grouping variable was industry sectors consisting of responses from education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, and service. There were no responses from nonprofit participants.
The ANOVA was not significant, F (4,92) = 2.19, p = .076. Therefore, HO19 was retained. The
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strength of the relationship between industry sector and the satisfaction with the team of
examiners preparedness for the site visit as assessed by η2 index was .087, which indicated a
medium effect size. That is, 8.7% of variance in satisfaction team of examiners preparedness
during the site visit was explained by the industry sector grouping variance. The results
indicated that the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners preparedness during the site visit
was not significantly affected by the industry sectors represented. The means and standard
deviation for the five groups are reported in Table 13.

Table 13
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team of Examiners Preparedness
Industry Sector

N

M

SD

Education

14

4.86

.36

Government

24

4.79

.42

Healthcare

24

4.50

.66

Manufacturing

12

4.67

.49

Service

23

4.48

.51

Total

97

4.64

.52

Team of Examiners – Communication
HO110: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the team of
examiners communication during the site visit among the different industry sectors (education,
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government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners communication during the site visit among
the different industry sectors for those completing the post-site-visit program survey. The mean
satisfaction with the team of examiners communication during the site visit was the test variable
and the grouping variable was industry sectors consisting of responses from education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, or service. The ANOVA was not significant, F (4,91) =
2.14, p = .082. Therefore, HO110 was retained. The strength of the relationship between industry
sector and the satisfaction with the team of examiners communication during the site visit as
assessed by η2 index was .086, which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 8.6% of variance
in satisfaction team of examiners communication during the site visit was explained by the
industry sector grouping variance. The results indicated that the mean satisfaction with the team
of examiners communication during the site visit was not significantly related to the industry
sectors represented. The means and standard deviations for the five groups are reported in Table
14.
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Table 14
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team of Examiners Communication
Industry Sector

N

M

SD

Education

13

4.77

.60

Government

24

4.62

.58

Healthcare

24

4.21

.83

Manufacturing

12

4.42

.52

Service

23

4.52

.51

Total

96

4.49

.65

Team of Examiners and Team Leader – Additional Descriptive Information
In Figure 8, satisfaction scores for the team of examiners and team leader’s

Figure 8. Team of Examiners and Team Leader Satisfaction
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performance ranged from 3.82 (healthcare team leader’s timeliness of contact) to 5.00 (education
team of examiners’ professionalism). In addition, in five of the six satisfaction measures for the
team of examiners and the team leader’s performance, healthcare reported the lowest satisfaction
levels. In all six of the mean satisfaction scores, the education industry sector represented the
highest satisfaction.
Overall, the mean of each industry was measured (Figure 9). Within this, the healthcare

M = 4.78

M = 4.62

M = 4.19

M = 4.29

M = 4.43

Figure 9. Team of Examiners and Team Leader Overall Satisfaction
satisfaction mean was lowest (M = 4.19). Conversely, the education industy reported the highest
satisfaction overall mean (M = 4.78).
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Research Question 2
Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (criteria booklet,
feedback report, and TNCPE staff,) among industry sectors (categorized as control results as
compared to influence control results) from those completing the criterion booklet program
surveys (Appendix B)?
Criteria Booklet – Ease of Intent to Apply
HO21: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction scores with the criteria booklet’s
clarity of intent to apply description among the different industry sectors (categorized as control
results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the ease of intent to
apply as described in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence results) is equal. The ease of intent to apply as
described in the criteria booklet was the test variable and the grouping variable, industry sector,
was control results compared to influence results (control consisting of manufacturing and
healthcare respondents and influence consisting of service, education, nonprofit, and
government). The test was not significant, t(24) = 1.38, p = .182. Therefore, HO21 was retained.
The mean for the ease of intent to apply as described in the criteria booklet for the control
industry sector respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.89, SD = .33) than influence industry
sector respondents (M = 4.41, SD = 1.00). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in
means was -.08 to 1.3. The η2 index was .073, which indicated medium effect size. That is,
7.3% of variance in timeliness was explained by the industry sector control influence grouping
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variance. The means and standard deviation for the two industry groups are reported in Table
15.

Table 15
Mean and Standard Deviation of Ease of Intent to Apply
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

9

4.89

.33

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

17

4.41

1.00

Criteria Booklet – Clarity of Intent to Apply
HO22: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the clarity of
intent to apply as described in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors
(categorized as control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the
post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the clarity of intent to
apply as described in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence control results) is equal. The clarity of intent to apply as
described in the criteria booklet was the test variable and the grouping variable, industry sector,
was control results compared to influence results (control consisting of manufacturing and
healthcare respondents and influence consisting of service, education, nonprofit, and
government). The test was not significant, t(24) = 1.06, p = .301. Therefore, HO22 was retained.
The mean for the clarity of intent to apply as described in the criteria booklet for the control
industry sector respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.78, SD = .44) than influence industry
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sector respondents (M = 4.53, SD = .62). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in
means was -.02 to .88. The η2 index was .045, which indicated small effect size. That is, 4.5%
of variance in application fees was explained by the industry sector control influence grouping
variance. The means and standard deviation for the two industry groups are reported in Table
16.

Table 16
Mean and Standard Deviation of Clarity of Intent to Apply
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

9

4.78

.44

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

17

4.53

.62

Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Fees
HO23: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with application
fees as described in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the post-site-visit
program surveys (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the application fees as
described in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors (categorized as control
results as compared to influence control results) is equal. The application fees as described in
the criteria booklet was the test variable and the grouping variable, industry sector, was control
results compared to influence results (control consisting of manufacturing and healthcare
respondents and influence consisting of service, education, nonprofit, and government). The test
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was not significant, t(24) = 1.93, p = .066. Therefore, HO23 was retained. The mean for the
application fees as described in the criteria booklet for the control industry sector respondents
had a higher mean (M = 4.67, SD = .50) than influence industry sector respondents (M = 4.24,
SD = .56). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was -.02 to .88. The η2
index was .134, which indicated large effect size. That is, 13.4% of variance in application fees
was explained by the industry sector influence grouping variance. The means and standard
deviation for the two industry groups are reported in Table 17.
Table 17
Mean and Standard Deviation of Application Fees
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

9

4.67

.50

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

17

4.24

.56

Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Page Limits
HO24: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the criteria
booklet’s application page limits among the different industry sectors (categorized as control
results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the application page
limits as described in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence results) is equal. The application page limits as
described in the criteria booklet was the test variable and the grouping variable, industry sector,
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was control results compared to influence results (control consisting of manufacturing and
healthcare respondents and influence consisting of service, education, nonprofit, and
government). The test was not significant, t(24) = .53, p = .602. Therefore, HO24 was retained.
The mean for the application page limits as described in the criteria booklet for the control
industry sector respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.33, SD = .87) than influence industry
sector respondents (M = 4.18, SD = .64). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in
means was -.55 to .87. The η2 index was .011, which indicated small effect size. That is, 1.1%
of variance in application page limits was explained by the industry sector control influence
grouping variance. The means and standard deviation for the two industry groups are reported in
Table 18.

Table 18
Mean and Standard Deviation of Application Page Limits
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

9

4.33

.87

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

17

4.18

.64

Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Deadline
HO25: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the criteria
booklet’s application deadline among the different industry sectors (categorized as control results
as compared to influence control results) for those completing the post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix B).
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An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the application
deadline as described in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence control results) is equal. The application deadline as
described in the criteria booklet was the test variable and the grouping variable, industry sector,
was control results compared to influence results (control consisting of manufacturing and
healthcare respondents and influence consisting of service, education, nonprofit, and
government). The test was not significant, t(24) = .40, p = .695. Therefore, HO25 was retained.
The mean for the application deadline as described in the criteria booklet for the industry sector
control respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.56, SD = .53) than industry sector influence
respondents (M = 4.47, SD = .51). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was
-.37 to .54. The η2 index was .007, which indicated small effect size. That is, .7% of variance in
application deadlines was explained by the industry sector influence grouping variance. The
means and standard deviation for the two industry groups are reported in Table 19.

Table 19
Mean and Standard Deviation of Application Deadline
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

9

4.56

.53

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

17

4.47

.51
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Criteria Booklet by Industry Sector Grouping – Additional Descriptive Information
In reviewing the means associated with criteria booklet satisfaction scores, the means
categorized as “control” results were higher in all six categories than “influence” results
applicants (Figure 10). For the “control” results applicant responses, the mean for the
application page limits was the lowest of the six categories (M = 4.33). Application page limits
also represented the lowest satisfaction mean for the “beginners” as well (M = 4.18).

Figure 10. Criteria Booklet Satisfaction
In Figure 11 the means for all six categories were combined and once again the
“influence” results applicants were less satisfied with the criteria booklet.
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Figure 11. Criteria Booklet Satisfaction by Control vs. Influence Industry Sectors

Feedback Report – Clarity
HO26: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the clarity of
the feedback report among the different industry sectors (categorized as control results as
compared to influence control results) for those completing the post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the clarity of intent to
apply as described in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence control results) is equal. The clarity of intent to apply as
described in the criteria booklet was the test variable and the grouping variable, industry sector,
was control results compared to influence results (control consisting of manufacturing and
healthcare respondents and influence consisting of service, education, nonprofit, and
government). The test was significant, t(24) = 2.17, p = .040. Therefore, HO26 was rejected.
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The mean for the clarity of feedback report for the control industry sector respondents had a
higher mean (M = 4.53, SD = .52) than influence industry sector respondents (M = 3.91, SD =
.94). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was -.05 to 1.30. The η2 index
was .164, which indicated small effect size. That is, 16.4% of variance in timeliness was
explained by the industry sector influence grouping variance. The means and standard deviation
for the two industry groups are reported in Table 20.

Table 20
Mean and Standard Deviation of Clarity of Feedback Report
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

15

4.53

.52

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

11

3.91

.94

Feedback Report – Timely Delivery
HO27: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the timely
delivery of the feedback report among the different industry sectors (categorized as control
results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the timely delivery of
the feedback report among the different industry sectors (categorized as control results as
compared to influence control results) is equal. The timely delivery of the feedback report was
the test variable and the grouping variable, industry sector, was control results compared to
influence results (control consisting of manufacturing and healthcare respondents and influence
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consisting of service, education, nonprofit and government). The test was not significant, t(24) =
.58, p = .566. Therefore, HO27 was retained. The mean for the timely deliver of the feedback
report for the control industry sector respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.13, SD = .92) than
influence industry sector respondents (M = 3.91, SD = 1.04). The 95% confidence interval for
the difference in means was -.60 to 1.05. The η2 index was .014, which indicated small effect
size. That is, 1.4% of variance in timeliness was explained by the industry sector influence
grouping variance. The means and standard deviation for the two industry groups are reported in
Table 21.

Table 21
Mean and Standard Deviation of Timely Delivery of Feedback Report
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

15

4.13

.92

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

11

3.91

1.04

Feedback Report – Value to the Organization
HO28: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the value to
the organization provided by the feedback report among the different industry sectors
(categorized as control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the
post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the value to the
organization provided by the feedback report among the different industry sectors (categorized as
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control results as compared to influence control results) is equal. The value to the organization
provided by the feedback report was the test variable and the grouping variable, industry sector,
was control results compared to influence results (control consisting of manufacturing and
healthcare respondents and influence consisting of service, education, nonprofit and
government). The test was not significant, t(24) = .61, p = .549. Therefore, HO28 was retained.
The mean for the value to the organization provided by the feedback report for the industry
sector control respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.67, SD = .49) than industry sector influence
respondents (M = 4.55, SD = .52). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was
-.30 to .54. The η2 index was .015, which indicated small effect size. That is, 1.5% of variance
in timeliness was explained by the industry sector influence grouping variance. The means and
standard deviation for the two industry groups are reported in Table 22.
Table 22
Mean and Standard Deviation of the Value to the Organization
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

15

4.67

.49

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

11

4.55

.52

Feedback Report by Industry Sector Grouping – Additional Descriptive Information
In reviewing the means associated with feedback report satisfaction scores, the means
categorized as “control” results were higher in all three categories than those of the “influence”
results applicants (Figure 12). For the “control” results applicant responses, the mean for the
timely delivery was the lowest of the three categories (M = 4.13). In addition, the value to the
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organization was the highest mean (M = 4.67). In comparison, timely delivery of the feedback
report and the clarity of the report represented the lowest satisfaction mean for the “influence”
results applicants (M = 3.91).

Figure 12. Feedback Report Satisfaction by Control vs. Influence Industry Sector Groupings
In Figure 13, the means for all three categories were combined and once again, the
“influence” results applicants were less satisfied with the feedback report.

99

Figure 13. Feedback Report Satisfaction by Control vs. Influence Industry Groupings

TNCPE Staff - Responsiveness
HO29: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with TNCPE
staff’s responsiveness during the process among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the post-site-visit
program surveys (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the responsiveness of
the TNCPE staff among the different industry sectors (categorized as control results as compared
to influence control results) is equal. The satisfaction response with the responsiveness of the
TNCPE staff was the test variable and the grouping variable, industry sector, was control results
compared to influence results (control consisting of manufacturing and healthcare respondents
and influence consisting of service, education, nonprofit, and government). The test was not
significant, t(24) = .58, p = .566. Therefore, HO29 was retained. The mean for the satisfaction
score given to the responsiveness of the TNCPE staff for the control industry sector respondents
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had a higher mean (M = 4.90, SD = .32) than influence industry sector respondents (M = 4.81,
SD = .40). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was -.22 to .40. The η2
index was .014, which indicated small effect size. That is, 1.4 % of variance in responsiveness
of the TNCPE staff was explained by the industry sector influence grouping variance. The means
and standard deviation for the two industry groups are reported in Table 23.

Table 23
Mean and Standard Deviation of TNCPE Staff Responsiveness
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

10

4.90

.32

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

16

4.81

.40

TNCPE Staff - Knowledge
HO210: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with TNCPE
staff’s knowledge during the process among the different industry sectors (categorized as control
results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the knowledge of the
TNCPE’s staff among the different industry sectors (categorized as control results as compared
to influence control results) is equal. The TNCPE’s staff knowledge of the process provided was
the test variable and the grouping variable, industry sector, was control results compared to
influence results (control consisting of manufacturing and healthcare respondents and influence
consisting of service, education, nonprofit, and government). The test was not significant, t(24) =
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.58, p = .566. Therefore, HO210 was retained. The mean for the responsiveness satisfaction given
to the TNCPE staff for the industry sector control respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.90, SD
= .32) than industry sector influence respondents (M = 4.81, SD = .40). The 95% confidence
interval for the difference in means was -.22 to .40. The η2 index was .014, which indicated small
effect size. That is, 1.4 % of variance in knowledge of the TNCPE staff was explained by the
industry sector influence grouping variance. The means and standard deviation for the two
industry groups are reported in Table 24.

Table 24
Mean and Standard Deviation of TNCPE Staff Knowledge
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

10

4.90

.32

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

16

4.81

.40

TNCPE Staff – Helpfulness
HO211: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with TNCPE
staff’s helpfulness during the process among the different industry sectors (categorized as control
results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the helpfulness of the
TNCPE staff among the different industry sectors (categorized as control results as compared to
influence control results) is equal. The TNCPE staff’s helpfulness provided was the test variable
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and the grouping variable, industry sector, was control results compared to influence results
(control consisting of manufacturing and healthcare respondents and influence consisting of
service, education, nonprofit, and government). The test was not significant, t(24) = .58, p =
.566. Therefore, HO211 was retained. The mean for the TNCPE staff helpfulness satisfaction for
the industry sector control respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.90, SD = .32) than industry
sector influence respondents (M = 4.81, SD = .40). The 95% confidence interval for the
difference in means was -.22 to .40. The η2 index was .014, which indicated small effect size.
That is, 1.4 % of variance in helpfulness of the TNCPE staff was explained by the industry sector
influence grouping variance. The means and standard deviation for the two industry groups are
reported in Table 25.
Table 25
Mean and Standard Deviation of TNCPE Helpfulness
Industry Sector Group

N

M

SD

Control (Manufacturing & Healthcare)

10

4.90

.32

Influence (Government, Education, Service, & Nonprofit)

16

4.81

.40

TNCPE Staff Satisfaction by Industry Sector Grouping – Additional Descriptive Information
In reviewing the means associated with the TNCPE staff satisfaction scores, the means
categorized as “control” results were higher (M = 4.90) in all three categories than those of the
“influence” results applicants (M = 4.81) as depicted in Figure 14.
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Figure 14. TNCPE Staff Satisfaction by Control vs. Influence Results Industry Groupings
In Figure 15, the means for all three categories were combined and the “influence” results
applicants were less satisfied with the feedback report.
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Figure 15. TNCPE Staff Satisfaction Combined Means

Research Question 3

Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (site visit policy,
team of examiner’s team leader, and team of examiners) among the different award levels (1, 2,
3, and 4) from those completing post-site-visit program survey?
Site Visit Policy – Cost of Site
HO31: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the cost of
site visit among the different award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit
program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean cost of site visit satisfaction among the different application award levels (1, 2, 3,
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and 4) for those completing the post-site-visit program survey. The satisfaction response with the
cost of the site visit was the test variable and the grouping variable was application award levels
(1, 2, 3, and 4). The ANOVA was not significant, F (4,90) = .91, p = .464. Therefore, HO31 was
retained. The strength of the relationship between the application award level and the satisfaction
with the cost of the site visit as assessed by η2 index was .039, which indicated a small effect
size. That is, 3.9 % of variance in satisfaction with the cost of the site visit was explained by the
application award level grouping variance. The results indicated that the satisfaction with the
cost of the site visit was not significantly affected by the application award levels represented.
The means and standard deviation for the four awards are reported in Table 26.

Table 26
Mean and Standard Deviation of Cost of Site Visit
Award Level

N

M

SD

1 – Interest

13

4.00

.71

2 – Commitment

28

4.21

.83

3 – Achievement

28

3.96

.69

4 – Excellence

20

4.05

.76

Total

95

4.09

.75
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Site Visit Policy – Length of Site Visit
HO32: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the length of
the site visit among the different award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit
program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean length of the site visit satisfaction among the different application award levels (1, 2,
3, and 4) for those completing the post-site-visit program survey. The satisfaction response with
the length of the site visit was the test variable and the grouping variable was application award
levels (1, 2, 3, and 4). The ANOVA was not significant, F (4,98) = .69, p = .599. Therefore,
HO32 was retained. The strength of the relationship between the application award level and the
satisfaction with the length of the site visit as assessed by η2 index was .027, which indicated a
small effect size. That is, 2.7% of variance in satisfaction with the length of the site visit was
explained by the application award level grouping variance. The results indicated that the
satisfaction with the length of the site visit was not significantly affected by the application
award levels represented. The means and standard deviation for the four application awards are
reported in Table 27.
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Table 27
Mean and Standard Deviation of Length of Site Visit
Award Level

N

M

SD

1 – Interest

14

4.14

.86

2 – Commitment

29

4.31

.54

3 – Achievement

32

4.22

.66

4 – Excellence

21

4.24

.63

Total

103

4.21

.67

Site Visit Policy – Coverage of All Criteria Categories
HO33: There is no difference in the mean scores of satisfaction with the site visit
coverage of all criteria categories among the different application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for
those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean coverage of all criteria within the site visit satisfaction among the different
application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing the post-site-visit program survey.
The satisfaction response with the coverage of all criteria within the site visit was the test
variable and the grouping variable was application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4). The ANOVA
was not significant, F (4,98) = 2.26, p = .068. Therefore, HO33 was retained. The strength of the
relationship between the application award level and the satisfaction with the coverage of all
criteria during the site visit as assessed by η2 index was .085, which indicated a medium effect
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size. That is, 8.5% of variance in satisfaction with the coverage of all criteria within the site visit
was explained by the application award level grouping variance. The results indicated that the
satisfaction with the coverage of all criteria within the site visit was not significantly affected by
the application award levels represented. The means and standard deviation for the four
application award levels are reported in Table 28.

Table 28
Mean and Standard Deviation of Coverage of All Criteria
Award Level

N

M

SD

1 – Interest

14

4.43

.76

2 – Commitment

29

4.76

.44

3 – Achievement

33

4.09

1.21

4 – Excellence

21

4.24

1.00

Total

103

4.38

.93

Site Visit Policy – Overall Satisfaction with Site Visit
HO34: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the site visit
among the different application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit
program surveys (Appendix C).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean overall satisfaction with the site visit satisfaction among the different application
award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing the post-site-visit program survey. The
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satisfaction response with the overall satisfaction with the site visit was the test variable and the
grouping variable was application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4). The ANOVA was not significant,
F (4,99) = 1.27, p = .288. Therefore, HO34 was retained. The strength of the relationship
between the application award level and the satisfaction with the overall satisfaction with the site
visit as assessed by η2 index was .049, which indicated a small effect size. That is, 4.9% of
variance in overall satisfaction with the site visit was explained by the application award level
grouping variance. The results indicated that the satisfaction with the overall site visit was not
significantly affected by the application award levels represented. The means and standard
deviation for the four application award levels are reported in Table 29.
Table 29
Mean and Standard Deviation of Overall Satisfaction
Award Level

N

M

SD

1 – Interest

14

4.14

1.46

2 – Commitment

29

4.62

.50

3 – Achievement

33

4.18

1.19

4 – Excellence

21

4.05

1.02

Total

104

4.29

1.02

Site Visit Policy by Award Level – Additional Descriptive Information
In Figure 16, the lowest satisfaction mean in all areas measured was with the cost of the
site visit within level 3 – Achievement applicants (M = 3.96). Conversly, level 1 – Interest
applicants reported the highest overall satisfaction mean with the site visit policy (M = 5.00).
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Figure 16. Site Visit Policy Satisfaction by Award Level
In reviewing the overall satisfaction within all award levels combined (Figure 17), the
typical entry level applicants reported the two highest satisfaction means. Conversely, the

M = 4.39

M = 4.50

M = 4.19

Figure 17. Site Visit Policy Overall Satisfaction by Award Level
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M = 4.32

typical experienced level applicants reported the lowest two of the four overall satisfaction
means.
Team of Examiners Team Leader – Timeliness of Contact
HO35: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the team of
examiners team leader’s timeliness of contact among the different application award levels (1, 2,
3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction team of examiner’s timeliness of contact prior to the site visit among the
different application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing the post-site-visit program
survey. The satisfaction response with team of examiner’s timeliness of contact prior to the site
visit was the test variable and the grouping variable was application award levels (level 1, 2, 3,
4). The ANOVA was not significant, F (4,99) = 1.09, p = .368. Therefore, HO35 was retained.
The strength of the relationship between the application award level and the satisfaction with the
team of examiner’s timeliness of contact prior to the site visit as assessed by η2 index was .045,
which indicated a small effect size. That is, 4.5% of variance in satisfaction team of examiner’s
timeliness of contact prior to the site visit was explained by the application award level grouping
variance. The results indicated that the satisfaction with the team of examiner’s timeliness of
contact prior to the site visit was not significantly affected by the application award levels
represented. The means and standard deviation for the four application award levels are reported
in Table 30.
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Table 30
Mean and Standard Deviation of Overall Satisfaction
Award Level

N

M

SD

1 – Interest

14

4.29

.83

2 – Commitment

27

4.48

.85

3 – Achievement

30

4.13

.82

4 – Excellence

20

4.00

.97

Total

98

4.23

.85

Team of Examiners Team Leader – Communication Prior to Site Visit
HO36: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the team of
examiners team leader’s communication prior to site visit among the different application award
levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean overall satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s communication prior to
site visit among the different application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing the
post-site-visit program survey. The satisfaction response with the overall satisfaction with the
team of examiners team leader’s communication prior to site visit was the test variable and the
grouping variable was application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4). The ANOVA was not significant,
F (4,89) = 1.24, p = .300. Therefore, HO36 was retained. The strength of the relationship
between the application award level and the overall satisfaction with the team of examiners team
leader’s communication prior to site visit as assessed by η2 index was .053, which indicated a
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small effect size. That is, 5.3% of variance in overall satisfaction with the team of examiners
team leader’s communication prior to site visit was explained by the application award level
grouping variance. The results indicated that the overall satisfaction with the team of examiners
team leader’s communication prior to site visit was not significantly affected by the application
award levels represented. The means and standard deviation for the four application award
levels are reported in Table 31.

Table 31
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team Leader’s Communication
Award Level

N

M

SD

1 – Interest

13

4.15

1.07

2 – Commitment

26

4.46

.86

3 – Achievement

29

4.24

.74

4 – Excellence

20

3.90

.97

Total

94

4.22

.87

Team of Examiners Team Leader – Leadership
HO37: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the team of
examiners team leader’s leadership among the different application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4)
for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s leadership for the site visit
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among the different application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing the post-sitevisit program survey. The satisfaction response with the team of examiners team leader’s
leadership for the site visit was the test variable and the grouping variable was application award
levels (1, 2, 3, and 4). The ANOVA was not significant, F (4,94) = 1.68, p = .161. Therefore,
HO37 was retained. The strength of the relationship between the application award level and the
satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s leadership for the site visit as assessed by
η2 index was .067, which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 6.7% of variance in
satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s leadership for the site visit was explained
by the application award level grouping variance. The results indicated that the satisfaction with
the team of examiners team leader’s leadership for the site visit was not significantly affected by
the application award levels represented. The means and standard deviation for the four
application award levels are reported in Table 32.

Table 32
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team of Examiners Team Leaders’ Leadership
Award Level

N

M

SD

1 – Interest

13

4.38

.77

2 – Commitment

27

4.67

.62

3 – Achievement

32

4.47

.62

4 – Excellence

20

4.10

1.07

Total

99

4.43

.76
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Team of Examiners - Professionalism
HO38: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the team of
examiners professionalism among the different application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners’ professionalism during the site visit among
the different application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing the post-site-visit
program survey. The satisfaction response with the team of examiners’ professionalism during
the site visit was the test variable and the grouping variable was application award levels (1, 2, 3,
and 4). The ANOVA was not significant, F (4.99) = 1.60, p = .182. Therefore, HO38 was
retained. The strength of the relationship between the application award level and the satisfaction
with the team of examiners’ professionalism during the site visit as assessed by η2 index was
.061, which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 6.1% of variance in satisfaction with the
team of examiners’ professionalism during the site visit was explained by the application award
level grouping variance. The results indicated that the satisfaction with the team of examiners’
professionalism was not significantly affected by the application award levels represented. The
means and standard deviation for the four application award levels are reported in Table 33.
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Table 33
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team of Examiners’ Professionalism
Award Level

N

M

SD

1 – Interest

14

4.71

.47

2 – Commitment

29

4.86

.35

3 – Achievement

33

4.64

.4

4 – Excellence

21

4.48

.87

Total

104

4.67

.57

Team of Examiners - Preparedness
HO39: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the team of
examiners (professionalism, preparedness, and communication) among the different application
award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction with the team of examiners’ preparedness among the different
application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing the post-site-visit program survey.
The satisfaction response with the team of examiners’ preparedness was the test variable and the
grouping variable was application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4). The ANOVA was not significant,
F (4,99) = 1.62, p = .174. Therefore, HO39 was retained. The strength of the relationship between
the application award level and the satisfaction with the team of examiners’ preparedness as
assessed by η2 index was .062, which indicated a medium effect size. That is, 6.2% of variance
in satisfaction with the team of examiners’ preparedness was explained by the application award
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level grouping variance. The results indicated that the satisfaction with the team of examiners’
preparedness was not significantly affected by the application award levels represented. The
means and standard deviation for the four application award levels are reported in Table 34.

Table 34
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team of Examiners’ Preparedness
Award Level

N

M

SD

1 – Interest

14

4.71

.50

2 – Commitment

29

4.79

.41

3 – Achievement

33

4.58

.56

4 – Excellence

21

4.48

.60

104

4.63

.53

Total

Team of Examiners - Communications
HO310: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the team of
examiners preparedness among the different application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A).
A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate whether there was a difference
in the mean satisfaction team of examiners’ communication during the site visit among the
different application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing the post-site-visit program
surveys. The satisfaction response with team of examiners’ communication during the site visit
was the test variable and the grouping variable was application award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4). The
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ANOVA was not significant, F (4,98) = 1.32, p = .268. Therefore, HO310 was retained. The
strength of the relationship between the application award level and the satisfaction response
with the team of examiners’ communication during the site visit as assessed by η2 index was
.051, which indicated a small effect size. That is, 5.1% of variance in satisfaction with the team
of examiners’ communications during the site visit was explained by the application award level
grouping variance. The results indicated that the satisfaction with team of examiners’
communication during the site visit was not significantly affected by the application award levels
represented. The means and standard deviation for the four application award levels are reported
in Table 35.
Table 35
Mean and Standard Deviation of Team of Examiners Communication
Award Level

N

M

SD

1 – Interest

14

4.57

.65

2 – Commitment

28

4.68

.61

3 – Achievement

33

4.42

.56

4 – Excellence

21

4.29

.78

Total

103

4.49

.64
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Team of Examiners and Team Leader – Additional Descriptive Information
In reviewing the team of examiners and team leaders performance, satisfaction mean
ranged from 3.90 to 4.86 as depicted in Figure 18. In five of the six measures, level 2 –
commitment applicants reported the highest satisfaction means.

Figure 18. Team of Examiners and Team Leader Satisfaction by Award Level
In reviewing the overall satisfaction within all award levels combined (Figure 19), the
typical entry level applicants reported the two highest satisfaction means. Conversely, the
typical experienced level applicants reported the lowest two of the four overall satisfaction
means.
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M = 4.47

M = 4.66

M = 4.41

M = 4.21

Figure 19. Team of Examiners and Team Leader Overall Satisfaction by Award Level

Research Question 4
Are there differences in the mean scores for each of the dimensions (criteria booklet,
feedback report, and TNCPE staff) with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as
levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) from those completing
post-site-visit program survey?
Criteria Booklet – Ease of Intent to Apply
HO41: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the criteria
booklet ease of intent to apply as described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four
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different award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced”) from those completing post-site-visit program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the ease of intent to
apply as described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is equal.
The ease of intent to apply as described in the criteria booklet was the test variable and the
grouping variable, award level, was categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginners” and levels 3
and 4 being “experienced”. The test was not significant, t(24) = 1.37, p = .185. Therefore, HO41
was retained. The mean for the ease of intent to apply as described in the criteria booklet for the
“experienced” (representing levels 3 or 4) award level respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.79,
SD = .43) than the “beginners” (representing level 1 or 2) award level respondents (M = 4.33, SD
= 1.16). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was -1.14 to .231. The η2
index was .072, which indicated medium effect size. That is, 7.2% of variance in ease of intent
to apply was explained by the industry sector control influence grouping variance. The means
and standard deviation for the two award level groups are reported in Table 36.

Table 36
Mean and Standard Deviation of Ease of Intent to Apply
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

12

4.33

1.16

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

14

4.79

.43
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Criteria Booklet – Clarity of Instructions
HO42: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction scores with the criteria booklet’s
clarity of instructions explaining requirements with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) from
those completing post-site-visit program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the clarity of
instructions to apply as described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different award
levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is
equal. The clarity of intent to apply as described in the criteria booklet was the test variable and
the grouping variable, award level, was categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginners” and
levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”. The test was not significant, t(24) = .95, p = .351.
Therefore, HO42 was retained. The mean for the clarity of instructions as described in the criteria
booklet for the “experienced” (representing levels 3 or 4) award level respondents had a higher
mean (M = 4.71, SD = .47) than the “beginners” (representing level 1 or 2) award level
respondents (M = 4.50, SD = .47). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was
-.68 to .250. The η2 index was .036, which indicated small effect size. That is, 3.6% of variance
in criteria booklet’s clarity of instructions to apply was explained by the industry sector control
influence grouping variance. The means and standard deviation for the two award level groups
are reported in Table 37.
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Table 37
Mean and Standard Deviation of Clarity of Instructions
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

12

4.50

.67

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

14

4.71

.47

Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Fees
HO43: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction scores with the criteria booklet
TNCPE application fees with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as levels 1
and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) from those completing post-sitevisit program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the application fees as
described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as
levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is equal. The application
fees as described in the criteria booklet was the test variable and the grouping variable, award
level, was categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginners” and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced”. The test was not significant, t(24) = 1.12, p = .275. Therefore, HO43 was retained.
The mean for the application fees as described in the criteria booklet for the “experienced”
(representing levels 3 or 4) award level respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.50, SD = .52) than
the “beginners” (representing level 1 or 2) award level respondents (M = 4.25, SD = .62). The
95% confidence interval for the difference in means was -.71 to .21. The η2 index was .050,
which indicated small effect size. That is, 5.0% of variance in criteria booklet’s application fees
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was explained by the industry sector control influence grouping variance. The means and
standard deviation for the two award level groups are reported in Table 38.

Table 38
Mean and Standard Deviation of Application Fees
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

12

4.25

.62

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

14

4.50

.52

Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Page Limits
HO44: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the
application page limits described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different award
levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”)
from those completing post-site-visit program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the application page
limits as described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is equal.
The application fees as described in the criteria booklet was the test variable and the grouping
variable, award level, was categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginners” and levels 3 and 4
being “experienced”. The test was not significant, t(24) = .42, p = .679. Therefore, HO44 was
retained. The mean for the application page limits as described in the criteria booklet for the
“experienced” (representing levels 3 or 4) award level respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.29,
SD = .73) than the “beginners” (representing levels 1 or 2) award level respondents (M = 4.17,
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SD = .72). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was -.71 to .47. The η2
index was .007, which indicated small effect size. That is, .7% of variance in criteria booklet’s
application page limits was explained by the industry sector influence grouping variance. The
means and standard deviation for the two award level groups are reported in Table 39.

Table 39
Mean and Standard Deviation of Application Page Limits
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

12

4.17

.72

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

14

4.29

.73

Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Deadlines
HO45: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with the
application deadlines described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different award
levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” or level 1 and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced” or level 2) from those completing post-site-visit program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the application
deadlines as described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is equal.
The application deadlines as described in the criteria booklet was the test variable and the
grouping variable, award level, was categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginners” and levels 3
and 4 being “experienced”. The test was not significant, t(24) = .77, p = .452. Therefore, HO45
was retained. The mean for the application deadlines as described in the criteria booklet for the
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“experienced” (representing levels 3 or 4) award level respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.57,
SD = .51) than the “beginners” (representing level 1 or 2) award level respondents (M = 4.42, SD
= .52). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was -.57 to .26. The η2 index
was .024, which indicated small effect size. That is, 2.4% of variance in criteria booklet’s
application deadline was explained by the industry sector influence grouping variance. The
means and standard deviation for the two award level groups are reported in Table 40.

Table 40
Mean and Standard Deviation of Application Deadline
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

12

4.42

.52

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

14

4.57

.51

Criteria Booklet by Award Level Grouping – Additional Descriptive Information
In reviewing the means associated with criteria booklet satisfaction scores, the means for
“beginners” or level 1 and 2 award applicants combined were lower in all six categories than
those of the “experienced” or level 3 and 4 award applicants (Figure 20). For the “experienced”
award applicant responses, the mean for the application page limits was the lowest of the six
categories (M = 4.29). Application page limits also represented the lowest satisfaction mean for
the “beginners” as well (M = 4.17)
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Figure 20. Criteria Booklet Satisfaction by Award Level
In Figure 21, the means for all six categories were combined and once again the
“beginner” applicants were less satisfied with the criteria booklet.

Figure 21. Criteria Booklet Satisfaction Combined by Award Level
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Feedback Report - Clarity
HO46: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction scores of overall value to the
organization with the clarity provided by the feedback report with regard to the four different
award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced”) from those completing post-site-visit program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the clarity of the
feedback report with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being
“beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is equal. The clarity of the feedback report
was the test variable and the grouping variable, award level, was categorized as levels 1 and 2
being “beginners” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”. The test was not significant, t(24) =
1.14, p = .268. Therefore, HO46 was retained. The mean for the clarity of the feedback report for
the “experienced” (representing levels 3 or 4) award level respondents had a higher mean (M =
4.43, SD = .51) than the “beginners” (representing levels 1 or 2) award level respondents (M =
4.08, SD = 1.00). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was -.97 to .28. The
η2 index was .051, which indicated small effect size. That is, 5.1% of variance in clarity of the
feedback report was explained by the industry sector control influence grouping variance. The
means and standard deviation for the two award level groups are reported in Table 41.
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Table 41
Mean and Standard Deviation of Clarity of Feedback Report
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

12

4.08

1.00

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

14

4.43

.51

Feedback Report – Timely Delivery
HO47: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction scores with the timely delivery
provided by the feedback report with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as
levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) from those completing
post-site-visit program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the timely delivery of
the feedback report with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2
being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is equal. The timely delivery of the
feedback report was the test variable and the grouping variable, award level, was categorized as
levels 1 and 2 being “beginners” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”. The test was not
significant, t(24) = 1.01, p = .322. Therefore, HO47 was retained. The mean for the timely
delivery of the feedback report for the “experienced” (representing levels 3 or 4) award level
respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.21, SD = .70) than the “beginners” (representing levels 1
or 2) award level respondents (M = 3.83, SD = 1.19). The 95% confidence interval for the
difference in means was -1.16 to .40. The η2 index was .041, which indicated small effect size.
That is, 4.1% of variance in the timely delivery of the feedback report was explained by the
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industry sector control influence grouping variance. The means and standard deviation for the
two award level groups are reported in Table 42.

Table 42
Mean and Standard Deviation of Timely Delivery of Feedback Report
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

12

3.83

1.19

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

14

4.21

.70

Feedback Report – Value to the Organization
HO48: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall value to the organization
provided by the feedback report with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as
levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) from those completing
post-site-visit program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the value to the
organization of the feedback report with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as
levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is equal. The value to
the organization of the feedback report was the test variable and the grouping variable, award
level, was categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginners” and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced”. The test was not significant, t(24) = .30, p = .767. Therefore, HO48 was retained.
The mean for the value to the organization of the feedback report for the “experienced”
(representing levels 3 or 4) award level respondents had a higher mean (M = 4.64, SD = .50) than
the “beginners” (representing levels 1 or 2) award level respondents (M = 4.58, SD = .52). The
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95% confidence interval for the difference in means was .47 to .35. The η2 index was .003,
which indicated small effect size. That is, .3% of variance in the value of the feedback report
was explained by the industry sector influence grouping variance. The means and standard
deviation for the two award level groups are reported in Table 43.

Table 43
Mean and Standard Deviation of the Value of the Organization of the Feedback Report
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

12

4.58

.52

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

14

4.64

.50

Feedback Report by Award Level Grouping – Additional Descriptive Information
In reviewing the means associated with feedback report satisfaction scores, the means for
“beginners” or level 1 and 2 award applicants were lower in all three categories than those of the
“experienced” or level 3 and 4 award applicants (Figure 22). For the “experienced” award
applicant responses, the mean for the value to the organization was the highest of the three
categories (M = 4.64). In addition, the value to the organization was the highest mean for the
“beginners” as well (M = 4.58)
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Figure 22. Feedback Report Satisfaction by Award Level
In Figure 23, the means for all six categories were combined and once again, the
“beginner” applicants were less satisfied with the feedback report.

Figure 23. Feedback Report Satisfaction Combined by Award Level
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TNCPE Staff - Responsiveness
HO49: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction scores with TNCPE staff’s
responsiveness with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being
“beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) from those completing post-site-visit
program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the TNCPE staff’s
responsiveness with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being
“beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is equal. The TNCPE staff’s responsiveness
was the test variable and the grouping variable, award level, was categorized as levels 1 and 2
being “beginners” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”. The test was not significant, t(24) =
.58, p = .566. Therefore, HO49 was retained. The mean for the TNCPE staff’s responsiveness for
the “experienced” (representing levels 3 and 4) award level respondents had a lower mean (M =
4.81, SD = .40) than the “beginners” (representing levels 1 and 2) award level respondents (M =
4.90, SD = .32). The 95% confidence interval for the difference in means was .22 to .40. The η2
index was .061, which indicated medium effect size. That is, 6.1% of variance in TNCPE staff’s
responsiveness was explained by the award level grouping variance. The means and standard
deviation for the two award level groups are reported in Table 44.
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Table 44
Mean and Standard Deviation of the TNCPE Staff’s Responsiveness
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

10

4.90

.32

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

16

4.81

.40

TNCPE Staff - Knowledge
HO410: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction scores with TNCPE staff’s
knowledge provided with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2
being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) from those completing post-site-visit
program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the TNCPE staff’s
knowledge of the process with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as levels 1
and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is equal. The TNCPE staff’s
knowledge of the process was the test variable and the grouping variable, award level, was
categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginners” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”. The test
was not significant, t(24) = .58, p = .566. Therefore, HO410 was retained. The mean for the
TNCPE staff’s knowledge of the process for the “experienced” (representing levels 3 and 4)
award level respondents had a lower mean (M = 4.81, SD = .40) than the “beginners”
(representing levels 1 and 2) award level respondents (M = 4.90, SD = .32). The 95% confidence
interval for the difference in means was .22 to .40. The η2 index was .061, which indicated
medium effect size. That is, 6.1% of variance in TNCPE staff’s knowledge was explained by the
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award level grouping variance. The means and standard deviation for the two award level groups
are reported in Table 45.

Table 45
Mean and Standard Deviation of the TNCPE Staff’s Knowledge
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

10

4.90

.32

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

16

4.81

.40

TNCPE Staff – Helpfulness
HO411: There is no difference in the mean satisfaction scores with the TNCPE staff’s
helpfulness provided during the process with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) from
those completing post-site-visit program survey (Appendix B).
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to evaluate whether the TNCPE staff’s
helpfulness provided during the process with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) is equal.
The TNCPE staff’s helpfulness during the process was the test variable and the grouping
variable, award level, was categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginners” and levels 3 and 4
being “experienced”. The test was not significant, t(24) = .58, p = .566. Therefore, HO411 was
retained. The mean for the TNCPE staff’s helpfulness during the process for the “experienced”
(representing levels 3 or 4) award level respondents had a lower mean (M = 4.81, SD = .40) than
the “beginners” (representing levels 1 or 2) award level respondents (M = 4.90, SD = .32). The
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95% confidence interval for the difference in means was -.22 to .40. The η2 index was .061,
which indicated medium effect size. That is, 6.1% of variance in TNCPE staff’s helpfulness was
explained by the award level grouping variance. The means and standard deviation for the two
award level groups are reported in Table 46.

Table 46
Mean and Standard Deviation of the TNCPE Staff’s Helpfulness
Award Level Group

N

M

SD

Beginners (Levels 1 and 2)

10

4.90

.32

Advanced (Levels 3 and 4)

16

4.81

.40

TNCPE Staff by Award Level Grouping – Additional Descriptive Information
In reviewing the means associated with TNCPE staff satisfaction scores, the means for
“beginners” or levels 1 and 2 award applicants were higher in all three categories than those of
the “experienced” or levels 3 and 4 award applicants (Figure 24). However, a mean of 4.90 as
compared to 4.81 provided high satisfaction marks by both award level groupings.
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Figure 24. TNCPE Staff by Award Level
In Figure 25, the means for all six categories were combined and the “beginner”
applicants were slightly more satisfied with the TNCPE staff members’ performance in the areas
evaluated.
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Figure 25. TNCPE Staff Satisfaction Combined by Award Level
In addition to quantitative data, a survey question provided an opportunity for additional
comments regarding experiences with the TNCPE staff members. The results showed that 11 of
the 26 survey responses or 42.3% provided extremely positive comments regarding multiple
TNCPE staff members with no negative comments.

Research Question 5
Is there a difference in the mean scores for overall satisfaction between industry sectors
(education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-sitevisit program surveys based on the number of hours invested in the total project?
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HO51: There is no difference in the mean scores for overall satisfaction between industry
sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing
post-site-visit program surveys based on the total number of hours invested in the project.
Correlation coefficients were computed between hours invested the industry sector
represented. The results showed a significant correlation between the hours invested and the
average satisfaction scores (p = .002).
In Table 47, the mean hours invested for the healthcare applicants ranked highest (M =
4.60) as compared to the lowest satisfaction score from the nonprofit applications (M = 3.73).
Table 47
Consulting Hours Provided to Mean Satisfaction
Mean of
Satisfaction
Industry Sector

Mean Hours

Categories

Education

196.25

3.94

Government

323.60

4.23

Healthcare

669.33

4.60

Manufacturing

483.00

4.31

Nonprofit

163.00

3.73

Service

500.80

4.11

A graphical representation was provided in Figure 26 of the data represented.
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Figure 26. Mean of All Satisfaction Factors Listed by Industry

Other Descriptive Site Visit Statistics for Additional Responses

Each year applicants have been asked if the team of examiners meet their expectations in
the site visit (Appendix A). In Figure 27, applicant responses are reported.
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Figure 27. Expectations of Site Visit Open Ended Responses Summarized
Over 51 of those surveyed specifically answered “Yes” in open ended response questions. While
some did not specifically say “Yes”, 24 of those surveyed commented in a “Positive” response
for the site visit, examiner team and overall process”. Only 6 responded with a “Less than
Positive” comment to the question asked.

Other Descriptive Program Statistics for Additional Survey Responses
Each year applicants have been asked about how they learned of the TNCPE Award
Program (Appendix B). In Figure 28 applicant responses are reported. Outside of previous
participation with 14 responses, word of mouth from other organizations was the second highest.
Only 2 reported having an examiner within their own organization. Likewise, only 2 reported
having contact with state or national award recipients
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Figure 28. How Did Applicant Learn About TNCPE?
Because both the MBNQA and the TNCPE award has modeled continuous improvements
for companies that have applied and have successfully achieved the prestigious designation, an
additional survey reported that 23 out of 26 responses provided confirmation that companies
seek the award for improvement. Those who responded noted they used the application process
to use the criteria to improve their own organization (Figure 29).
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Figure 29. Primary Reasons for Applying for TNCPE Award

Summary

In this chapter, the research results for five questions were presented with statistical
documentation. In addition, some descriptive statistics were provided. The findings,
conclusions, and recommendations for improvement and for future research are presented in
Chapter 5.

144

CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction
This chapter presents the findings, conclusions, recommendations for further study and
recommendations for continuous improvements. The primary purpose of this chapter is to draw
conclusions from the study and present them in context of the study design and results obtained.

Findings
Each hypothesis was analyzed as follows:
Site Visit Policy – Cost of Site Visit
Hypothesis HO11: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
site visit cost of site visit among the different industry sectors (education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within the education
industry sector (M = 4.57) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the service
industry sector (M = 3.86). The research data supported retaining Hypothesis HO11.
Site Visit Policy – Length of Site Visit
Hypothesis HO12: There was a significant difference in the mean scores of overall
satisfaction with site visit length of site visit among the different industry sectors (education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within the
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education industry sector (M = 4.64) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the
manufacturing industry sector (M = 4.00). Overall, the ANOVA was significant, F (4,91) = 2.53,
p = .046. Therefore, the research data supported rejecting the Hypothesis HO12. Additional post
hoc multiple comparisons resulted in a significant difference in the means between the education
industry sector and the manufacturing industry sector (p = .010). Also, there was a significant
difference in the means between the education industry sector and the service industry sector (p
= .006). None of the other industry sectors was significantly different.
Site Visit Policy – Coverage of All Criteria During Site Visit
Hypothesis HO13: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
site visit coverage of all criteria categories among the different industry sectors (education,
government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within the
education industry sector (M = 4.86) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the
healthcare industry sector (M = 4.04). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis
HO13.
Site Visit Policy – Overall Satisfaction with Site Visit
Hypothesis HO14: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
site visit (cost of site visit, length of site visit, coverage of all criteria categories, overall
satisfaction with site visit) among the different industry sectors (education, government,
healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within the education
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industry sector (M = 4.57) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the healthcare
industry sector (M = 3.83). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO14.
Team of Examiners Team Leader - Timeliness of Contact
Hypothesis HO15: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners team leader timeliness of contact among the different industry sectors
(education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing post-sitevisit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was
within the education industry sector (M = 4.64) and the lower mean satisfaction response was
within the healthcare industry sector (M = 3.82). The research data supported retaining the
Hypothesis HO15.
Team of Examiners Team Leader - Communication Prior to the Site Visit
Hypothesis HO16: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners team leader communication prior to site visit among the different industry
sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing
post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response
was within the education industry sector (M = 4.62) and the lower mean satisfaction response
was within the manufacturing industry sector (M = 3.82). The research data supported retaining
the Hypothesis HO16.
Team of Examiners Team Leader - Leadership
Hypothesis HO17: There was a significant difference in the mean scores of overall
satisfaction with the team of examiners team leader’s leadership among the different industry
sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those completing
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post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response
was within the education industry sector (M = 4.77) and the lower mean satisfaction response
was within the manufacturing industry sector (M = 4.00). Overall, the ANOVA was significant,
F (4,87) = 2.96, p = .024. Therefore, the research data supported rejecting the Hypothesis HO17.
Additional post hoc multiple comparisons resulted in a significant difference in the means
between the education industry sector and the manufacturing industry sector (p = .010). Also,
there was a significant difference in the means between the education industry sector and the
service industry sector (p = .006). None of the other industry sectors was significantly different.
Team of Examiners’ - Professionalism
Hypothesis HO18: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners (professionalism, preparedness, and communication) among the different
industry sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean
satisfaction response was within the education industry sector (M = 5.00) and the lower mean
satisfaction response was within the healthcare industry sector (M = 4.50). The research data
supported retaining the Hypothesis HO18.
Team of Examiners’ - Preparedness
Hypothesis HO19: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners (professionalism, preparedness, and communication) among the different
industry sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean
satisfaction response was within the education industry sector (M = 4.86) and the lower mean
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satisfaction response was within the service industry sector (M = 4.48). The research data
supported retaining the Hypothesis HO19.
Team of Examiners’ - Communication
Hypothesis HO110: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners (professionalism, preparedness, and communication) among the different
industry sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean
satisfaction response was within the education industry sector (M = 4.77) and the lower mean
satisfaction response was within the healthcare industry sector (M = 4.21). The research data
supported retaining the Hypothesis HO110.
Criteria Booklet – Ease of Intent to Apply
Hypothesis HO21: There is no difference in the mean scores of ease of intent to apply as
described in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors (categorized as control
results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the post-site-visit program
surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within the control
industry sector (M = 4.89) as compared to “influence” industry sector (M = 4.41). The research
data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO21.
Criteria Booklet – Clarity of Instructions
Hypothesis HO22: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the criteria booklet clarity of instructions explaining requirements among the different industry
sectors (categorized as control results as compared to influence control results) for those
completing the post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean
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satisfaction response was within the control industry sector (M = 4.78) as compared to
“influence” industry sector (M = 4.53). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis
HO22.
Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Fees
Hypothesis HO23: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
TNCPE application fees listed in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors
(categorized as control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the
post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response
was within the control industry sector (M = 4.67) as compared to “influence” industry sector (M
= 4.24). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO23.
Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Page Limits
Hypothesis HO24: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the TNCPE application page limits described in the criteria booklet among the different industry
sectors (categorized as control results as compared to influence control results) for those
completing the post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean
satisfaction response was within the control industry sector (M = 4.33) as compared to
“influence” industry sector (M = 4.18). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis
HO24.
Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Deadline
Hypothesis HO25: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
TNCPE application deadline listed in the criteria booklet among the different industry sectors
(categorized as control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing the
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post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response
was within the control industry sector (M = 4.56) as compared to “influence” industry sector (M
= 4.47). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO25.
Feedback Report - Clarity
Hypothesis HO26: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall clarity provided by
the feedback report among the different industry sectors (categorized as control results as
compared to influence control results) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within the control industry
sector (M = 4.53) as compared to “influence” industry sector (M = 3.91). The research data
supported retaining the Hypothesis HO26.
Feedback Report – Timely Delivery
Hypothesis HO27: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the timely delivery of the feedback report among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing post-site-visit
program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within
the control industry sector (M = 4.13) as compared to “influence” industry sector (M = 3.91). The
research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO27.
Feedback Report – Overall Value
Hypothesis HO28: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall value to the
organization provided by the feedback report among the different industry sectors (categorized as
control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing post-site-visit
program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within
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the control industry sector (M = 4.67) as compared to “influence” industry sector (M = 4.55). The
research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO28.
TNCPE Staff - Responsiveness
Hypothesis HO29: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
TNCPE staff’s responsiveness during the process among the different industry sectors
(categorized as control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing
post- site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction
response was within the control industry sector (M = 4.90) as compared to “influence” industry
sector (M = 4.81). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO29.
TNCPE Staff - Knowledge
Hypothesis HO210: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
TNCPE staff’s knowledge during the process among the different industry sectors (categorized
as control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing post- site-visit
program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within
the control industry sector (M = 4.90) as compared to “influence” industry sector (M = 4.81). The
research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO210.
TNCPE Staff – Helpfulness
Hypothesis HO211: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
TNCPE staff’s helpfulness during the process among the different industry sectors (categorized
as control results as compared to influence control results) for those completing post- site-visit
program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within
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the control industry sector (M = 4.90) as compared to “influence” industry sector (M = 4.81). The
research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO211.
Site Visit Policy – Cost of Site Visit
Hypothesis HO31: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the cost of the site visit with regard to the different award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean
satisfaction response was within the “Level 2 – Commitment” award level (M = 4.21) and the
lower mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 3 – Achievement” award level (M =
3.96). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO31.
Site Visit Policy – Length of Site Visit
Hypothesis HO32: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the length of the site visit with regard to the different award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) among the
different industry sectors (education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, and service) for
those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean
satisfaction response was within the “Level 2 - Commitment” award level (M = 4.31) and the
lower mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 1 – Interest” award level (M = 4.14).
The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO32.
Site Visit Policy – Coverage of All Criteria Categories
Hypothesis HO33: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
coverage of all criteria categories during the site visit with regard to the different award levels (1,
2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the
highest mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 2 - Commitment” award level (M =
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4.76) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 3 – Achievement” award
level (M = 4.09). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO33.
Site Visit Policy – Overall Satisfaction with Site Visit
Hypothesis HO34: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the site visit with regard to the different award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing postsite-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was
within the “Level 2 - Commitment” award level (M = 4.62) and the lower mean satisfaction
response was within the “Level 4 – Excellence” award level (M = 4.05). The research data
supported retaining the Hypothesis HO34.
Team of Examiners Team Leader – Timeliness of Contact
Hypothesis HO35: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners team leader’s timeliness of contact with regard to the different award
levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In
addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 2 - Commitment” award
level (M = 4.48) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 4 – Excellence”
award level (M = 4.00). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO34.
Team of Examiners Team Leader – Communication Prior to the Site Visit
Hypothesis HO36: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners team leader’s communication prior to the site visit with regard to the
different award levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys
(Appendix A). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 2 Commitment” award level (M = 4.46) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the
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“Level 4 – Excellence” award level (M = 3.90). The research data supported retaining the
Hypothesis HO36.
Team of Examiners Team Leader - Leadership
Hypothesis HO37: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners team leader’s leadership with regard to the different award levels (1, 2, 3,
and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the
highest mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 2 - Commitment” award level (M =
4.67) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 4 – Excellence” award
level (M = 4.10). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO37.
Team of Examiners - Professionalism
Hypothesis HO38: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners’ professionalism during the site visit with regard to the different award
levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In
addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 2 - Commitment” award
level (M = 4.86) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 4 – Excellence”
award level (M = 4.48). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO38.
Team of Examiners - Preparedness
Hypothesis HO39: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners’ preparedness for the site visit with regard to the different award levels (1,
2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In addition, the
highest mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 2 - Commitment” award level (M =
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4.79) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 4 – Excellence” award
level (M = 4.48). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO39.
Team of Examiners - Communication
Hypothesis HO310: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the team of examiners’ communication during the site visit with regard to the different award
levels (1, 2, 3, and 4) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix A). In
addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 2 - Commitment” award
level (M = 4.68) and the lower mean satisfaction response was within the “Level 4 – Excellence”
award level (M = 4.29). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO311.
Criteria Booklet – Ease of Intent to Apply
Hypothesis HO41: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction ease of
intent to apply as described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean
satisfaction response was within the “experienced” award level applicants (M = 4.79) as
compared to “beginner” award level applicants (M = 4.33). The research data supported retaining
the Hypothesis HO41.
Criteria Booklet – Clarity of Instructions
Hypothesis HO42: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
clarity of instructions explaining requirements in the criteria booklet with regard to the four
different award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“advanced”) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the
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highest mean satisfaction response was within the “experienced” award level applicants (M =
4.71) as compared to “beginner” award level applicants (M = 4.50). The research data supported
retaining the Hypothesis HO42.
Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Fees
Hypothesis HO43: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
the TNCPE application fees described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different
award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“advanced”) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the
highest mean satisfaction response was within the “experienced” award level applicants (M =
4.50) as compared to “beginner” award level applicants (M = 4.25). The research data supported
retaining the Hypothesis HO43.
Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Page Limits
Hypothesis HO44: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction the
TNCPE application page limits described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different
award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“advanced”) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the
highest mean satisfaction response was within the “experienced” award level applicants (M =
4.29) as compared to “beginner” award level applicants (M = 4.17). The research data supported
retaining the Hypothesis HO44.
Criteria Booklet – TNCPE Application Deadline
Hypothesis HO45: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction the
TNCPE application deadline described in the criteria booklet with regard to the four different
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award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced”) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition,
the highest mean satisfaction response was within the “experienced” award level applicants (M =
4.57) as compared to “beginner” award level applicants (M = 4.42). The research data supported
retaining the Hypothesis HO45.
Feedback Report - Clarity
Hypothesis HO46: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall clarity provided by
the feedback report with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2
being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) for those completing post-site-visit
program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response was within
the “experienced” award level applicants (M = 4.43) as compared to “beginner” award level
applicants (M = 4.08). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO46.

Feedback Report – Timely Delivery
Hypothesis HO47: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall value to the
organization of timely delivery provided by the feedback report with regard to the four different
award levels (categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being
“experienced”) for those completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition,
the highest mean satisfaction response was within the “experienced” award level applicants (M =
4.21) as compared to “beginner” award level applicants (M = 3.83). The research data supported
retaining the Hypothesis HO47.
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Feedback Report – Value to the Organization
Hypothesis HO48: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall value to the
organization provided by the feedback report with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean
satisfaction response was within the “experienced” award level applicants (M = 4.64) as
compared to “beginner” award level applicants (M = 4.58). The research data supported retaining
the Hypothesis HO48.
TNCPE Staff - Responsiveness
Hypothesis HO49: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
TNCPE staff’s responsiveness with regard to the four different award levels (categorized as
levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) for those completing
post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean satisfaction response
was within the “beginners” award level applicants (M = 4.90) as compared to “experienced”
award level applicants (M = 4.81). The research data supported retaining the Hypothesis HO49.
TNCPE Staff - Knowledge
Hypothesis HO410: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
TNCPE staff’s knowledge during the process with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean
satisfaction response was within the “beginners” award level applicants (M = 4.90) as compared
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to “experienced” award level applicants (M = 4.81). The research data supported retaining the
Hypothesis HO410.
TNCPE Staff – Helpfulness
Hypothesis HO411: There is no difference in the mean scores of overall satisfaction with
TNCPE staff’s helpfulness during the process with regard to the four different award levels
(categorized as levels 1 and 2 being “beginner” and levels 3 and 4 being “experienced”) for those
completing post-site-visit program surveys (Appendix B). In addition, the highest mean
satisfaction response was within the “beginners” award level applicants (M = 4.90) as compared
to “experienced” award level applicants (M = 4.81). The research data supported retaining the
Hypothesis HO411.
Consulting Hours Invested
Hypothesis HO51: There was a significant difference in the mean scores for consulting
hours invested into applications compared to average satisfaction scores among industry sectors
(education, government, healthcare, manufacturing, nonprofit, and service) for those completing
post-site-visit program surveys based on the total number of hours invested in the project.

Conclusions
The following represents a summary of the findings of this study that could provide best
practices for continuous improvements.
•

Based upon this study, the overall quality and satisfaction response means from
Appendix A questions were all over 4.00 out of 5.00 except cost of site visit, overall site
visit satisfaction, team leader’s timeliness of contact, and communication prior to the site
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visit. With the exception of the cost of site visit, these revolve around a time period early
in the site visit policy procedure where applicants may have varying expectations.
•

Based upon this study, differences clearly existed between the satisfaction responses in
the manufacturing and education industry sectors. Survey participants from the
manufacturing industry sector represented a more critical representing less satisfaction
rating than that of the education industry sector.

•

Based upon this study, differences clearly existed between the satisfaction responses in
manufacturing, healthcare, education, and government. Survey participants from the
manufacturing and healthcare industry were consistently more critical or reported less
satisfaction by survey participants than that of education and government.

•

Based upon this study in research question 2, differences clearly exist between the mean
satisfaction responses within the “control” industry group and the “influence” industry
group. Within the review of the criteria booklet (ease of intent, clarity of intent,
application fees, application page limits, and application deadlines), feedback report
(clarity, timely delivery, and overall value to the organization), and the TNCPE staff
(responsiveness, knowledge, and helpfulness) survey participants from the “influence”
industry sector represented a more critical or less satisfaction rating than that of the
“control” industry group. “Control” industry group consistently had a higher mean
satisfaction level in all categories tested.

•

Based upon this study, differences clearly exist between the mean satisfaction responses
within the “beginner” level award group to the “experienced” level award. The
“experienced” respondents had a higher mean in all questions measured relating to
criteria booklet and feedback report satisfaction. Conversely, when the questions related
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to the TNCPE staff were measured, “experienced” applicants were more critical or
represented lower mean satisfaction score than the “beginner” level award applicants. In
most all cases, these individuals are returning applicants and should be more aware of the
process.
•

Based upon the study, differences clearly exist in the applicant’s level of satisfaction with
the team of examiner’s team leader’s performance. Level 2 - Commitment represented
the highest mean satisfaction level while Level 3 – Achievement and Level 4 –
Excellence represented the lowest mean satisfaction level.

•

Based upon the study, differences clearly exist in the applicant’s level of satisfaction with
the team of examiner’s (professionalism, preparedness, and communication). Level 2 Commitment represented the highest mean satisfaction level while in all 3 measures
Level 4 – Excellence represented the lowest mean satisfaction level in all three responses.

•

In additional descriptive information provided by open ended responses, word of mouth
and previous participation represented the two most popular methods that applicants
learned of the TNCPE award.

•

Because the award represents a commitment to continuous improvement, an
overwhelming majority stated the primary reason for the application was to use the
criteria for organizational improvement.

Recommendations for Additional Research
Based upon the review of the literature and the findings of this study, the following
recommendations are made for further research.
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•

Replicate the study with additional years of data collected. For the group of respondents
represented by the survey in Appendix A, 3 years of data were collected. It is
recommended that additional data be collected and analyzed against the results of this
study to monitor changes in industry sector satisfaction.

•

Replicate the study with future multiple state comparisons where similar state level
continuous improvement programs exist that model the Malcolm Baldrige National
Quality Award.

Recommendations for Continuous Improvements
Based upon the review of the literature and the findings of this study, the following
recommendations are made for improving best practices leading to continuous improvements.

•

Expectations should be clearly defined for the site visit either by the team leader and
TNCPE staff. Results indicated that applicants may expect more immediate feedback
during the site visit.

•

Maintain additional data for the group of respondents represented by the survey in
Appendix B whereas only 2 years of actual data could be retrieved from TNCPE staff.
CEO and highest ranking official responses should be considered valuable and with
additional data, tests could be more reliable for improvements.

•

Manufacturing and healthcare applicants, being more critical or less satisfied, than that of
education or government industry sectors, suggested industry sectors with more demands
and more time constraints may respond differently and have higher levels of
expectations. For this reason, an awareness of this may help examiners respond to
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questions in a more direct fashion and be more considerate of their applicants’ time.
Also, the selection of examiner team members for these applications should be reviewed
for appropriate blending of examiner skills and backgrounds. In addition, government
and education industry sectors have reported higher satisfaction levels but it could be
attributed to their entry level applications. Their levels of satisfaction may change as
they move into the higher level awards.
•

Provide additional training or web information updates to “frequently asked questions”
for applicants. Those represented with the level 1 and level 2 award levels should benefit
from the additional information and improve satisfaction responses.

•

Provide additional information to applicants in regards to the length of site visit
expectations. In addition, provide additional resources for team leaders and examiner
teams in reference to keeping the site visit on schedule so the length of site visit
satisfaction can be improved.

•

While the grouping of industry sectors by “control” as compared to “influence” was used
for this study only, there was a higher satisfaction level from the “control” industry
group. Additional training could benefit the “influence” group to aid their understanding
of the process and increase satisfaction levels. In addition, examiners must be provided
additional insights into the realm of “influence”. Perhaps, some of the applicants’
dissatisfaction centers around their ability to only “influence” results in government,
education, and service based organizations versus directly controlling results.

In conclusion, Chapter 5 has presented several findings and recommendations for the purpose
of this study and to provide a better insight into the data collected by the TNCPE offices.
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Overall, feedback was very positive and the TNCPE staff and team of examiners should be
commended. However, just as the TNCPE award represents continuous quality improvements, it
is the hope that this study will be used for the same quality improvements.

165

REFERENCES
Albrecht, K. (1993). A review of quality history. Quality Digest, 13(5), 20, 99-102.
ASQ. (n.d.). Baldrige for education. Retrieved July 25, 2009, from
http://www.asq.org/communities/baldrige-education/faq.html
Blazey, M. (2006). Insights to performance excellence 2006. Milwaukee, WI: ASQ Quality
Press.
Blazey, M. L. (2008). Insights to performance excellence 2008. Milwaukee, WI: ASQ Quality
Press.
Brown, M. G. (2008). Baldrige award winning quality: How to interpret the Baldrige criteria for
performance excellence (17th ed.). New York: CRC Press.
Collins, J. (2001). Good to great: Why some companies make the leap ... and others don't. New
York: HarperBusiness.
Council on Competitiveness (1995). Building on Baldrige: American quality for the 21st
century. Washington, DC. Retrieved from www.quality.nist.gov/faq9704.htm
Crosby, P. B. (1996). Quality is still free: Making quailty certain in uncertain times. New York:
McGraw-Hill.
Deming, W. E. (n.d.). The W. Edwards Deming Institute. Retrieved July 01, 2009, from
http://deming.org/index.cfm?content=66
Deming, W. E. (2000). Out of the crisis. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
ECD Partnership. (2007). Retrieved June 4, 2009, from
http://www.tncpe.org/ecd_partnership/index.php
Evans, J. R., & Lindsay, W. M. (2005). Introduction to six sigma & process improvement.
Mason, OH: South-Western.
Johnson, B. (2006). 10 significant differences between a Baldrige assessment and other
improvement approaches. Retrieved July 10, 2009, from http://www.texasquality.org/SiteImages/125/Marketing%20and%20Presentations/FLYER%20%2010%20Differences%20About%20Baldrige.pdf
Juran Institute (2007). Our founder. Retrieved November 1, 2009, from
http://www.juran.com/TopMenuPages/who_sub_founder.aspx.

166

Juran, J. M. (1992). Juran on quality by design. The new steps for planning quality into goods
and services. New York: MacMillian Free Press,
Leonard, D., & Denney, B. (2007, July). Aspects of Baldrige. Quality Digest's Quality Insider.
Retrieved November 1, 2009 from http://www.texasquality.org/SiteImages/125/Notes%20from%20the%20CEO/Aspects%20of%20Baldrige
%20-%20Article.pdf
Liker, J. K. (2004). The Toyota way: 14 managment principles from the world's greatest
manufacturer. New York: McGraw Hill.
Magnier, M. (1999, October 25). The 50 people who most influenced business this century. Los
Angeles Times , p U-8.
McMillian, J. H., & Schumacher, S. (2006). Research in education: Evidence based inquiry (6th
ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education.
Mission and milestone: The Baldrige Award at age 20. (2007, March). Reliable Plant Magazine.
Retrieved from http://www.reliableplant.com/Article.aspx?articleid=5124
National Institute of Standards and Technology. (n.d.). Baldrige in education: Performance
excellence delivers world-class results. Retrieved June 25, 2009, from National Institute
of Standards and Technology:
http://www.baldrige.nist.gov/PDF_files/Issue_Sheet_ED_Excellence.pdf
National Institute of Standards and Technology. (2007, December). Baldridge National Quaity
Program. Retrieved June 25, 2009, from
http://www.baldrige.nist.gov/PDF_files/Update.12_07.pdf
National Institute of Standards and Technology. (2008, May). Baldridge National Quaity
Program. Retrieved June 25, 2009, from
http://www.baldrige.nist.gov/PDF_files/Update.05_08.pdf
National Institute of Standards and Technology. (2008, November 25). Retrieved June 4, 2009,
from http://www.nist.gov/public_affairs/factsheet/baldfaqs.htm
Nation's CEOs look to the future. (1998, July). Retrieved June 20, 2009, from
http://www.baldrige.gov/ceo_rpt.htm
NIST Stock Study of Malcolm Baldrige. (1998, December 1). Retrieved June 20, 2009, from
http://www.nist.gov/public_affairs/stockstudy.htm
Rawls, K. (2009). 2009 Examiner training. In New examiner orientation (p. 49). Nashville, TN:
TNCPE.

167

Schonberger, R. J., & Knod, J. E. (1997). Operations management customer-focused principles.
Boston, MA: Irwin McGraw-Hill.
SurveyMonkey.com (2009, October 24). Retrieved from
http://www.surveymonkey.com/default.aspx
Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence. (2009). Criteria for performance excellence
Nashville, TN: TNCPE.
The Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Improvement Act of 1987 - Public Law 100-107 . (2001,
September 25). Retrieved June 4, 2009, from
http://www.baldrige.gov/Improvement_Act.htm
Walton, M. (1986). The Deming management method. New York: Putnam.
Witte, R. S., & Witte, J. S. (2004). Statistics. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

168

APPENDICES
APPENDIX A - SITE VISIT EVALUATION SURVEY
TNCPE SITE VISIT EVALUATION
Thank you for recently hosting the Tennessee Center for Performance Excellence examiner
team. Your feedback is important to our continued success. Please take a moment to complete
this evaluation; your comments will be reviewed and become a part of the Award Program’s
continuous improvement process. We appreciate your time and consideration.
Name of Organization

TNCPE Board of Examiners Team Leader
1
Poor

2
Fair

3
Average

4
Good

5
Outstanding

3
Average

4
Good

5
Outstanding

Timeliness of
Contact
Communication
Prior to Site
Visit
Leadership

TNCPE Board of Examiners Team Members
1
Poor

2
Fair

Professionalism
Preparedness
Communication

Overall Evaluation of Site Visit
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1
Poor

2
Fair

3
Average

4
Good

5
Outstanding

Cost of Site
Visit
Length of Site
Visit
Coverage of
all Criteria
Categories
Overall
Satisfaction
with Site
Visit
Did the Site Visit meet your expectation? Please explain.

What did you gain from the Site Visit?

What suggestions do you have for improvement?

Thank you for participating. If you have any other comments or suggestions, please submit them
in the field below.
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SITE VISIT POLICY
Please rate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects of our Site Visit Policy.
Site Visit Fees
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

Site Visit Schedule
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

The usefulness of the Criteria guidelines in helping you prepare for the site visit.
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

Site Visit length
Too Long

Too Short
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Just Right

The TNCPE team leader’s communications regarding the site visit.
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

The overall fairness and objectivity of the Site Visit Team.
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

Please include additional comments regarding your site visit here.
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TEAM OF EXAMINERS SURVEY

Please rate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects of the team of Examiners
assigned to your application.

Professionalism
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

Preparedness
1
Very
Dissatisfied

Level of Communication
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

Clarity of Communication
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied
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Did anyone from your organization serve as an examiner?
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______ Yes ______ No

APPENDIX B - PROGRAM SURVEY
Which industry sector best describes your organization?
_____ Education
_____ Government
_____ Healthcare
_____ Manufacturing
_____ Nonprofit
_____ Service
Other (please specify)

Please select the Award level for which you applied.
_____ Level 1: Interest Recognition
_____ Level 2: Commitment Award
_____ Level 3: Achievement Award
_____ Level 4: Excellence Award

How did you hear about the TNCPE Award Program (Check all that apply)
_____ Baldrige Quest for Excellence conference or Baldrige Regional conference
_____ A visit to the TNCPE web site
_____ Contact with state or national award recipients
_____ Visit to the Baldrige National Quality Award Program Website
_____ Article or advertisement
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_____ TNCPE or Baldrige examiner within your organization
_____ Program conference exhibit
_____ Presentation by TNCPE representative
_____ Previous participation
_____ Word of mouth from another organization
_____ Excellence in Tennessee conference
_____ Other (please specify)

What was your organization’s primary reason for applying for a TNCPE Award?

Who or what department in your organization initiated the use of the Criteria for Performance
Excellence?
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CRITERIA BOOKLET SURVEY

Please rate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects of the Criteria booklet.

Clarity of eligibility restrictions.
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

Clarity of the intent to apply/eligibility and application forms.
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

Ease of completing the intent to apply/eligibility and application forms.
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

The clarity of the instructions that explained the requirements for your application level.
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied
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5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

TNCPE Application fees
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

Application page limits
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

Application deadline
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

Please enter additional comments about the Criteria booklet here.
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FEEDBACK REPORT SURVEY
Please rate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects of the Feedback Report that you
received from the TNCPE office.
Clarity (Were you able to understand your organization’s strengths and opportunities for
improvement described in the feedback report?)
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

Content (Was the feedback relevant to your organization?)
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

Actionable feedback (Was it clear what actions you can take to improve your
organization?)
1
2
3
4
5
0
Very
Dissatisfied
Neutral
Satisfied
Very
Not
Dissatisfied
Satisfied
Applicable

Timely delivery (Did you receive the report within the time frame you expected?)
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied
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5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

Value to your organization
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

How do you plan to use the information provided in your Feedback Report?

Please add additional comments about your Feedback Report here.
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0
Not
Applicable

TNCPE STAFF PERFORMANCE SURVEY

Please rate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects of the TNCPE staff’s
performance throughout the year.

Responsiveness
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

2
Dissatisfied

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

3
Neutral

4
Satisfied

5
Very
Satisfied

0
Not
Applicable

Knowledge
1
Very
Dissatisfied

Helpfulnessduring the process
1
Very
Dissatisfied

2
Dissatisfied

Please include additional comments regarding the performance of the TNCPE director and
staff this year.
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VITA
ANITA P. RICKER
Personal Data:

Date of Birth: January 27, 1963
Place of Birth: Greeneville, Tennessee

Education

Walters State Community College, Morristown, TN;
Associate of Science, Computer Science Technology, Information
Science,
1984
East Tennessee State University, Johnson City, TN;
Bachelor of Science, Computer Science Technology, Information
Science,
1986
East Tennessee State University, Johnson City, TN;
Masters in Business Administration (MBA),
2000
East Tennessee State University, Johnson City, TN;
Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis, Ed.D.,
2010

Professional
Experience:

Computer Junction, Owner
Greeneville, TN
1986-1995
Walters State Community College, Adjunct Instructor
Morristown, TN
1986-1995
Tusculum College, Adjunct Instructor
Greeneville, TN
1989-1991
Walters State Community College, Assistant Dean
Morristown, TN
1995-2010

Honors and
Awards:

Ten Years Service Award - Walters State Community College
2005
President’s Meritorious Award for Joint Achievement,
2003
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Community Services Award – Outstanding Efforts and Dedication to
Community Service
2001
Greene County Partnership Leadership Graduate
1999
Greeneville, Greene County Instructor of the Year
1993-1994
Microsoft Office Specialist – 1st Certified Instructor in State of TN,
1994
Phillips Consumer Electronics Quality Instructor’s Award
1993, 1994
Camp Creek Elementary School Volunteer Parent Award
1995, 1997, 1999, 2001, 2003, 2004
Outstanding Faculty – Greeneville, Greene County Chamber of
Commerce
1998
Certifications:

TNCPE Examiner (2008, 2009)
FISH Training (Seattle, WA)
2008
MCSE – Microsoft Certified Systems Engineer
2000
MOS – Microsoft Office Specialist – Master Level
(Office: 97, 2000, XP, 2003, 2007)
IC3 – Internet Core & Computing
MOS and IC3 Certified Instructor
I-Net+, CompTIA A+, CompTIA Networking +, Novell CNE –
Networking Technologies only, Certified Internet Webmaster,
QuickBooks Certified Pro-Advisor. CCNA – Cisco Certified
Networking Associate – Authorized Instructor & Regional Academy
Administrator
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